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PREFACE

The present volume represents selections of materials, drawn
entirely from Basic Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas

,
which

Random House published in 1945. Its intention is to serve

the purpose of an introduction to St. Thomas. Since it is

only an introduction, it cannot pretend to achieve the objec-

tive that Basic Writings had in view. Nevertheless, in spite

of the special difficulties surrounding the selection of these

introductory texts, I hope that the work is sufficiently repre-

sentative in its choices, compact in its argumentation and
broad in its interests to meet the needs of a first approach

to St. Thomas.
The selection of the citations which go to make up the

Modern Library edition has been an extremely difficult un-

dertaking. The Summa Theologica
>
from which this volume,

like Basic Writings
,

is drawn, is a work that is continuous

in its analysis and its matter. Hence, having risked dis-

pleasing a good many readers of St. Thomas by being forced

to exclude some of their favorite texts from Basic Writings,

I must now risk displeasing even more readers by the great

compactness of this Introduction. But I have not made my
selections with an eye to the opinions of specialists, I have

aimed at meeting what seemed to me the needs of the college

student who is a beginner in St. Thomas. Such a student will

find in this book St. Thomas’ mature views of the most cru-

cial questions of natural theology, psychology, theory of

knowledge and ethics.

It is to be hoped that the reader of this Introduction will

follow St. Thomas’ own indications and look elsewhere in his

writings for the background or possible developments of the

various pieces in the present volume. An introduction is of

itself an incomplete sort of thing, or rather, its completion

comes from reaching the reality to which it has been its pur-

pose to lead. To seek completeness in an introduction is an

vii
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ilusion, not to say a contradiction. My aim has rather been
to achieve, not at all a total picture of St. Thomas, but rea-

sonably continuous doctrinal threads, which might serve as

an invitation to the student to undertake his own adventures

within the philosophical thought of St. Thomas.

Anton C. Pegis
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INTRODUCTION

The comparatively short life of St. Thomas Aquinas covers

the second and third quarters of the thirteenth century. At
the beginning of his life, Greek and Arabian philosophy was
just entering the Latin world; three years after his death,

the large-scale condemnation of Aristoteliamsm in Paris by
Bishop Stephen Tempier signalized what turned out to be a

defeat for Christian thinkers in the presence of Greek and

Arabian philosophers, Platonists and Aristotelians alike. Be-

tween these termini, the thought of St. Thomas unfolded

with an interior calmness of order and an assurance of judg-

ment that the historian of the thirteenth century must record

with increasing perplexity. (His age influenced him much
more than it listened to hinylt gave him the problems with

which he was to be concerned; in many cases it even set for

him directions that he was to follow, explore and complete.

It is impossible to understand the works of St. Thomas with-

out seeing them in the context of his world; yet it is astonish-

ing to observe how little that world understood and followed

his reflections on its fundamental issues during that critical

third quarter of the thirteenth century which marked the

first decisive philosophical encounter between Hellenism and
Christianity.

St. Thomas Aquinas was born in the Castle of Roccasecca,

near Aquino, Italy, early in 1225. Prom 1231 to 1239 he
remained in the Benedictine Monastery of Monte Cassino

where his parents had entered him as an oblate. In 1239 he
went to study the liberal arts at the newly established Unh
versity of Naples. Having decided, in 1244, to become a
Dominican, he set out for Paris and arrived there in the sum*
mer of 1245. Whether he remained there or went for his

studies to Cologne is a disputed point. In any case, when St.

Albert the Great was sent to Cologne in 1248 to found a

house of studies, St. Thomas became his pupil and remained

with him in Cologne until 1252. In that year he returned to

XI
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the Dominican convent of St, James in Paris, where he com-

mented on the Gospels (1252-1254) and on the Sentences

of Peter Lombard (1254-1256), receiving his license to teach

from the University of Paris in 1256. During the next three

years he inaugurated his career as a professor of theology in

Paris, fulfilling in this way the desire, which he was to ex-

press at the beginning of the Contra Gentiles, of being a
teacher of divine wisdom In 1259 St. Thomas returned to

Italy where he taught at the Papal Curia: at Anagni (1259-

1261), Orvieto (1261-1265), Rome (1265-1267), Viterbo

(1267-1268). St. Thomas' meeting with his fellow Domini-

can William of Moerbeke at Orvieto led to William’s transla-

tion of the writings of Aristotle from Greek originals as well

as St. Thomas’ commentaries on the Philosopher. Returning

to Paris in 1268, by way of Bologna and Milan, he entered

into the struggles against the Latin Averroists in the Faculty

of Arts and against the new attacks by the seculars on the

religious orders. Finding himself under attack by the Augus-

tinians, he was finally relieved of his teaching duties in 1272

and commissioned by his Order to establish a new house of

studies in Naples. On his way to the Council of Lyons in

1274, to which he had been summoned by Pope Gregory X,
he died at the Cistercian monastery of Fossanuova, March

7, 1274. He was canonized by Pope John XXII on July 18,

1323. In 1567 Pope Pius V pronounced him the Angelic

Doctor . Since 1880, when he was named Patron of Catholic

Schools by Pope Leo XIII, St. Thomas has received many
official honors from the Church.

Thomas’ writings belong to many fields of activity and
are a faithful mirror of his participation in the religious and
intellectual life of his age^ His theological writings are a
landmark in the history or theology. The Commentary oa
The Four Books of Sentences of Peter Lombard (Scriptum
in IV Libras Sententiarum} was written in 12 54-125 6(?)*
The famous Summa Contra Gentiles dates from about 1260.

The Summa Theologica
, left unfinished, is a classic synthesis

of Christian thought and represents St. Thomas at his dis-

tinctive best. The work belongs to the years 1266-1272 I

may add in passing that, though tradition has honored the use
of the name Summa Theologica

,
the correct title of the work

is either Summa or Summa Thed&giae . In this same group of
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writings we must also locate the Compendium of Theology
(Compendium Theologiae, 1273).
Of St. Thomas* commentaries, mention must be made of

those on Boethius (De Trinitate
,
De Hebdomadibus

,

1257-

1258), on Dionysius the pseudo-Areopagite (De Divtnis

Nommibus, about 1261), as well as on the anonymous and
extremely influential Book of Causes (Liber de Causis,

1268). St. Thomas* commentaries on Aristotle (1261-1272)
are a decisive moment in his career. There are commentaries

on almost the whole Aristotelian corpus: Physics
,
Meta-

physics, Nicomachean Ethics
,
Politics

,
On the Soul

,
Posterior

Analytics, On Interpretation
,
On the Heavens, On Genera-

tion and Corruption. The Disputed Questions deals with

many topics: On Truth (De Veritate, 1256-1259), On the

Power of God (De Potenlia Dei, 1259-1263), On Evil (De
Malo

,

1263-1268), On Spiritual Creatures (De Spirituahbus

Creaturis
, 1269), On the Soul (De Anima, 1269-1270). St.

Thomas has also written short treatises or Opuscule, of

which mention must be made at least of the following. On
Being and Essence (De Ente et Essentia, 1256), On the

Eternity of the World (De Aeternitate Mundi, 1270), On the

Unity of the Intellect (De Unitate Intellectus, 1270), On
Separate Substances (De Substantiis Separatis, 1272),

II

An age which had as many philosophical masters (Greek,

Arabian and Jewish) as did the thirteenth century, and in

which these masters had very brilliant disciples, cannot be
represented by any neat historical formula. On the other

hand, those who yield to the impulse to treat the history of

mediaeval philosophy with impeccable scholarship joined to

philosophical neutrality are being learned spectators whereas

the reality which they are investigating, namely, philosophy

as it has existed in history, requires that their learning be an
instrument of their philosophical understanding of that which

in history is itself philosophical. Certainly, a patient reading

of the theologians and the philosophers of the thirteenth

century suggests that, though they are the heirs and the

disciples of many and conflicting philosophical traditions!

which crossed and re-crossed one another in the course of a

long history, yet they had many problems in common; and
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behind the more particular problems, a good many of the

thinkers of the thirteenth century saw the emergence, on the

boundary between Greek and Christian thought, of issues

which were more basic not only because they contained the

distinctively Greek contribution to philosophy, but also be-

cause they revealed what was permanently philosophical and

permanently true in the Greeks. That is why St. Thomas
Aquinas, for example, studied the history of philosophy not

merely as though it were the record of human opinions, but

also and even more as though within this record there was
to be found the unfolding of philosophy itself. That is why
his diagnosis of the history of philosophy meant to him a

philosophical inquiry depending on the intelligibility and
truth of philosophical doctrines. The Plato who was a phi-

losopher in the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. was a philoso-

pher none the less
;
and while the historical Plato is insepa-

rably wedded in his individuality to the calamitous age of

Athens between the Peloponnesian War and the rise of Philip

of Macedon, Platonism remains in any age an understand-

able philosophical phenomenon, however much it may be

true that it belongs to the half century following the death

of Socrates. And to St. Thomas, at least, Platonism in the

course of history has meant primarily a reasonably coherent

philosophical doctrine and method which could grow in the

hands of Platonic disciples from Proclus to Avicenna but
which retained in its very growth the original inspiration of

the doctrine and the method to which Plato gave existence.

In any case, we must recognize that a Greek Plato, a Persian

Avicenna and a Jewish Maimonides were to St. Thomas
Aquinas, as to many others of his age, philosophical contem-
poraries. We must recognize further that in following the

practice of calling Aristotle The Philosopher, St. Thomas
had no intention of burying philosophy in the fourth century
B.C.; on the contrary, what he intended to do was to insist

on the fact that, though philosophy can exist at any time
only on the condition of being original, yet some philosophi-

cal doctrines began by being original with Aristotle.

The most important result of St. Thomas’ attitude toward
philosophy and its history is what may be called the histori-

cally social character of his own philosophical work. He lives

and thinks in the company of others. When he reaches a
certain philosophical conclusion, he will very often go out
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of his way to say that such a conclusion had been reached
by one or more of his predecessors; or he might say that he
disagreed with Avicenna or Averroes in reaching it; or even
that Plato and Aristotle may have formulated the principle

that he used, even though they may not have followed

through their principle to the end. In short, St. Thomas* use

of the history of philosophy, far from being accessory orna-

mentation, was a necessary part of his own philosophical

argument and a sign of his allegiance and discipleship to

those who had made that argument possible for him. When
he said, therefore, that we study what men have thought in

order to discover the truth, he was giving expression, in a
remarkably accurate way, to the conviction that philosophy

has a history not in the sense that it is ever old but in the

sense that those who explore its perpetual newness become
an increasing company from generation to generation.

We must be prepared to go very far indeed in the direction

of respecting with St Thomas Aquinas the living character

of philosophy before we understand fully the genuinely phil-

osophical character of his conversations with the Greek and
Arabian philosophers. Platonism, to repeat, is not for him
a convenient abstraction designating a group of thinkers with

vague family likenesses
;
before it is the name of a group, it

is the name of a doctrine and of a method. But we must go

further than this; for St. Thomas* historical relations to

Platonism are very special. There are not many philosophical

aberrations that were either inherited or developed by the

thinkers of the thirteenth century that St. Thomas does not

trace to the Platonic metaphysics, psychology and episte-

mology. Whether the problem be the nature of God and the

divine goodness, the procession of creatures from God, their

constitution and unity, their causality and autonomy under

the creative causality of God, the unity and economy of

man*s composite being—the ultimate issue for St. Thomas
is Platonism because it is for him the ultimate source to

which the many and seemingly varied positions of later

thinkers were reducible. Nor are the Platonic errors in these

different domains fundamentally many. They are basically

one error, running like a guiding thread in all the directions

of the Platonic philosophical fabric. They are, in St. Thomas’

estimation, errors of existence . If St. Thomas disagrees with

Plato on the nature of God, creation, the divine transcend 1
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ence and the divine causality, the constitution of creatures

as beings, the economy of their natures, and particularly the

economy of man’s nature, the reason is one and the only one,

even though it has many consequences. Plato, so the reason

runs, did not know the nature of being, and in the Platonic

unawareness of being from the point of view of existence we
are invited by St. Thomas Aquinas to locate the many tan-

gled threads of the most serious philosophical issues in the

thiiteenth century.

It is worthwhile following St. Thomas’ conversation with

Plato. It will introduce us to the crucial issues of St. Thomas’
age. It will enable us to understand that in turning to Aris-

totle St. Thomas was doing so for motives that were ulti-

mately not to be found in Aristotle himself. Finally, it will

enable us to appreciate, however briefly, the distinctive trait

of what it is now fashionable to call the existentialism of

St. Thomas Aquinas.

Ill

Of the many issues in the thirteenth century in which St.

Thomas was involved and which were eminently issues of

existence three are particularly significant, namely, the na-

ture of being, the nature of man and the nature of knowledge.

It seemed to St. Thomas Aquinas that on these three issues

his ultimate opponent was Plato himself. And though history

could offer to him Plato nists of many sorts, and even of many
degrees, nevertheless, what especially interested him was the

fundamental attitude and method of the Platonic philosophy.

If Platonism is the name of a school, that is true because it

is first and foremost the name of a philosophical doctrine and
method. That doctrine concerns the parallelism and simi-

larity of treatment which St. Thomas has observed in the

Platonic answer to three specific problems.

There is (A) the Platonic separation of being from be-

coming, of the intelligible and stable Ideas or Forms from
changing and unstable sensible things. There is (B) the

problem of the relations between intellectual knowledge and
sensation. Intellectual knowledge neither comes from sensi-

ble things, nor is it about them; and to say that reminiscence

is a necessary moment in the origin of intellectuahknowledge

is to admit this precise fact, namely, that such knowledge is

neither from nor of sensible things. There is (C) the separa-
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tion of soul from body, according to which Platonism has the

tendency to say that man is a soul using a body rather than

a composite of soul and body. The implication of this tend-

ency is that the whole nature of man is to be found in the

soul, and that the body is a sort of residence for man—a resi-

dence which is sometimes a workshop, sometimes a prison,

sometimes a grave.

The common enemy in the Platonic effort to separate be-

ing from becoming, mind from sense and soul from body is

matter. Plato has tried to protect the purity of intelligible

essences, the universality and immateriality of intellectual

knowledge, as well as the rational dignity of the soul, from

the stain of matter. True being is the world of intelligible

essences, true knowing is intellectual, the true man is the

rational soul alone. These are surely cherished Platonic

dreams, and St. Thomas Aquinas was both respectful and
careful in their presence; and if he finally parted company
with Plato, it was precisely at that moment when he was
called upon to account for the role and the reality of matter

in the universe.

Here, be it observed, St. Thomas differs from Plato by a
principle. For since matter is a creature in a world of crea-

tures, it has an intelligible role to play in the structure and
organization of the world. Matter is not a barbarian, for in

a world of creatures which depend for their whole being upon
a creating God, there are no natural barbarians. In any case,

Plato’s effort to save essences, mind and knowledge from the

barbarism of matter was to St. Thomas Aquinas a sign that

Plato had not succeeded in looking upon all of reality from

a truly unified point of view.

For, why should a philosopher cut off some parts and as-

pects of reality in order to save them from the rest? Why
honor the Ideas with the name being at the price of keeping

becoming in the outer darkness of the imitation of being? To
this there can be but one answer. Only the philosopher who
has not seen being as a whole, who has not seen the order

and the unity of being from the point of view of being itself

•—only such a philosopher can reserve the name being for

some realities and deny it to others. But what does this

mean? It means, among other things, that when Plato sepa-

rated being from becoming as that which truly is from that

which is imitationallyr he was basing his notion of being, not
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on existence, but on the private characteristics of a certain

sort of being.

It is here that the Platonic method, which is for St.

Thomas Aquinas the cornerstone of Platonism, makes itself

apparent. And it is this method, so widely practiced by his

contemporaries, that St. Thomas has singled out with a steady

insistence throughout his writings and with remarkable elab-

orateness in his commentary on the Liber de Causis . What is

this method? It is the method of modeling the properties of

existing beings on the abstractions of the human intellect.

In other words, it is the method of thinking that being takes

its characteristics as being from what it reveals of itself in

the state of being thought. One need not argue that Plato

modeled being on thought, as though he examined thought

in order to discover the attributes of being. Nor did St.

Thomas Aquinas ever so argue. But one can and must argue

that Plato set out to investigate being by using reason and
thought alone. Assuredly, Plato did not measure being by
thought; but he did, as it is clear from the Phaedo, deliber-

ately make the effort to become a pure and solitary reason,

free from the body and from sensation, in order to investi-

gate being adequately. Now, in St. Thomas’ view, this Pla-

tonic method fails by as much as the human reason or human
abstract thought is powerless, by itself

,
to apprehend and to

know the conditions of actually existing things. For, accord-

ing to St. Thomas, there are many and profoundly important

aspects of existing things that thought alone or the rea-

son alone cannot know; and the most important of these

important aspects and conditions is existence .

The Ideas are, as St. Thomas repeatedly contends, the

center of the Platonic metaphysics. They are true being, they

exclude the imperfect conditions of sensible matter, and man
must become a pure mind in order to know them. Now it is

St. Thomas’ conviction that the method which led Plato to

posit the Ideas was intended by Plato himself to transcend

the imperfections of sensible things; but, according to St.

Thomas, that method succeeded in forcing Plato to have a
dis-existentialized view of being, of man and of knowledge.

Why so? Because the more Plato sought to discover the ulti-

mate conditions of reality by means of a reason which had
methodically cut itself off from the body and from all sensi-

ble experience, the more he was investing with the name of
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being the abstract essences which were the only objects that

such a methodically isolated reason could reach, and the

more abstract essences became the center of Plato’s world,

the more Plato found himself incapable of explaining those

conditions of actual beings which he could not derive from, or

envisage within the economy of, the abstract essences which
were the exemplars of his world.

Whether we examine the Platonic conception of the nature

and the origin of being or the interior economy of such a

being as man, the Platonic commitment to abstract essences

as the ultimate models and, in some sense, the sources of the

sensible beings around us, can lead to only one result. To
be adequately the models and exemplars of reality, the Pla-

tonic Ideas would have to be creative divine ideas; and they

would have to transcend the world of sensible things as the

Creator transcends His creatures But, in fact, the Ideas,

being in St. Thomas’ estimation of no more power and tran-

scendence than are human abstractions, are powerless to

cause within sensible things the very conditions of matter

which they yet represent abstractly This is the most ulti-

mate conflict in Platonism, the conflict between being and
essence. Consider the case of man as an example. How does

it happen that man is entirely intelligible as an essence but

not entirely intelligible as a being? For the Platonic man is

entirely intelligible as a rational animal, but he is not quite

so intelligible as soul and body Why are bemg and essence

thus at odds with one another? Because being and essence

are related to matter in radically different ways within Pla-

tonism. Corporeal matter disturbs the economy of man’s be-

ing, but not the economy of his essence. And this must mean
that according to Platonism the whole being of man is not

included within the ordering of the world by the Platonic

Ideas. In other words, it means that matter escapes the

causality of the Ideas, and to this extent sensible beings are

not entirely intelligible in their origin. Matter enters the

economy of the sensible world, not within the providence of

God, nor as a co-principle within the economy of composite

essences, but radically outside the whole domain and source

of intelligibility. Matter is there as an unreduced stranger

within reality, an unintelligible and barbaric alien. It is there

to be ordered, but it does not serve essentially the intelligible

structure of reality. For Plato, the Ideas are not divine ideas
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of individual being whose composite being is entirely in-

telligible to God. Conceivably, the Ideas might serve as the

definitions of the essences of composite beings, but they can-

not be the productive causes of the being of composite things.

By as much, therefore, as the Ideas are models of material

things whose materiality they are yet powerless to cause,

by so much Plato excludes from his explanation of reality

the existential conditions of sensible beings. This does not

mean merely that Plato was unable to account for the exist-

ence of matter, or to include matter within the causality of

the intelligible source of all being. The malady is much
deeper than this Plato’s flight from matter is bound to be a
flight from existence; for a metaphysics which does not deal

with being as a whole does not deal with being at all Plato

could not successfully exclude matter and becoming from the

domain of being, however much he may have tried, rather,

by trying to exclude them, he excluded himself. And this is

another way of saying that the Platonic metaphysics of the

Ideas is a metaphysics of flight from existence.

But the dilemmas of a metaphysics which turns its back
on existence m order to avoid matter can prove embarrassing

not only m the problem of the origin of things but also in the

problem of their interior constitution and economy. If in the

problem of the origin of the world St Thomas opposed Pla-

tonic participation, he also found it necessary to carry this

opposition through to its logical results in the further con-

tention that, on Platonic grounds, we are unable to explain

the unity of any being as a being and the unity of its nature.

Once more, let us take man as an example. It is known how
indefatigably St. Thomas Aquinas defended the unity of

man’s being as well as the unity of the composite economy of
his nature. What it is necessary to see in this defense is that

the issue between St. Thomas and Plato (an issue deliber-

ately raised by St. Thomas himself) is, once more, a question
of existence.

Composite in nature, man yet is for St. Thomas one being.
There is a mystery to consider. And the mystery is manifold.
For if man, though composed of soul and body, is one being,
then he has one nature, that is to say, an internal organiza-
tion and order serving as a whole one specific and final pur-
pose. To say, however, that man has a unity of nature is to
say that he has an ordered relationship among his various
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powers, so that they work and function together for an end
which is expressive of the very nature of man. Yet we are
not to suppose that this ordered relationship among man’s
many powers (intellect, will, imagination, memory, sight,

healing, etc.) exists as a meaningless reflection of the unity

of man’s nature. On the contrary, if man is a composite be-

ing, if he is soul and body, if, therefore, he has many and
varied powers within the unity of his nature, to St. Thomas
that means that man is the sort of being that requires the

simultaneous and mter-ordinated activity of his several pow-
ers to achieve the unitary purpose of his nature. St. Thomas
does not think of man as a unity as though his various func-

tions do not interfere with one another; man is rather a unity

in the sense that he has to act through several powers a» the

same time
, contributing to one another, so that by their

togetherness one work, distinctively human, may be the re
suit.

Is man one being? And if so, to what purpose?
To the first of these questions St. Thomas’ answer proved

very disconcerting to his contemporaries. They all agreed^

certainly, that man was one being; but sometimes some of

them did not mind saying that man was one being because he
was the union of two beings. This position, which is not ex-

actly unknown in modern philosophy, struck St. Thomas
Aquinas as bad arithmetic and worse philosophy. If man is

the sum of two actually constituted beings, then he is two
beings; in which case there would arise all sorts of embarrass-

ing questions. Why this two-in-one? And how could some-
thing that was two beings act as one being—be one agent?

You could try to relieve the difficulty by saying that man is

not a soul and a body, but a soul with a body. This would
make man a unity by the expedient of saying that man was a
soul using and ruling a body. This is the position which St,

Thomas attributes to Plato and to St. Augustine
But it will not work. For man is not a soul, if that means

that his whole nature as man is verified in the soul alone,

since precisely the notion of a rational animal is not verified

in the soul alone. To put man’s whole nature in the soul

might evade the difficulty of making man two beings; but it

poses the other difficulty that the soul alone, though a spirit*

ual substance, is not a complete being. St. Thomas, there-

fore, offers to his Platonic contemporaries two dilemmas. 1^



INTRODUCTIONmi

as everybody admitted, the knowledge of truth was the end

and purpose of the soul as a spiritual substance, how could

the soul accomplish this purpose by itself? Assuming that

this question receives some sort of answer, how did they ac-

count for the fact that man, who is for them very little less

than the angels, is yet an incarcerated angel? What, after all,

is an angel doing with a body?

St. Thomas’ conviction is that there are no adequate Pla-

tonic answers to these questions. As he sees the problem, any
explanation, to be acceptable, must satisfy at least two con-

ditions, both posed by the fact to be explained—man himself.

The human soul is m itself a spiritual substance; it does not

need the body in order to exist, since precisely it can and

does exist through itself. And yet this spiritual substance,

which exists through itself, does not exist by itself; it does

not exist as a soul alone. Now how can man be one being?

And what is the why of such a being?

To the first of these questions St. Thomas answers that

man can be one being if the whole composite receives actual

existence through one cause or principle. For St. Thomas, at

least, being one being follows from being one being. Such a
principle is the soul. Subsistent in itself, it is nevertheless also

the principle through which the whole composite exists. The
famous Thomistic doctrine of the unicity of the substantial

form in man, so resisted by the thinkers of the late thirteenth

century, has for its purpose to explain how man is one being

in his very existence. To say that man is a composite being

can be ambiguous. It should not mean that man is made up
of two beings; it must rather mean that, though man is com-
posed of soul and body, the body exists in and through the

existence of the soul. That is why we may say that, existen-

tially considered, it is the body that is in the soul, not the

soul in the body.

That this is a paradoxical thesis needs scarcely to be
denied. But we must add immediately that it is no more para-

doxical than the paradox it is trying to explain. What a crea-

ture is man 1 He is spirit and matter together. He is not an
imprisoned angel; he is by nature an incarnate spirit. This
is the fact to explain—without changing it and without ex-

plaining it away. But the more we are true to the fact of man
jts an incarnate spirit, to the fact of a subsistent and spiritual

soul which is yet by nature a part of man, the more we are



INTRODUCTION xxiii

driven to ask the why of such a being. And we are equally
driven to exclude as impossible all explanations of man which
render the facts impossible. What is, is possible; and man is.

And because man is an observable reality, he poses the prob-
lem of the unity of his being and of his nature.

The Thomistic explanation of the unity of man is his^

torically decisive far beyond the confines of the thirteenth

century. There are, according to St. Thomas, two things that

cannot be said on this point. In the first place, we cannot say

that an intellectual substance is joined to a body as a con-

sequence of being an intellectual substance. For the good of

such c* substance is a spiritual good, the knowledge of t^uth.

It is not, therefore, in the line of the essential purpose of the

soul as an intellectual substance that it should be joined to a
body. On the other hand, we cannot say that the soul is joined

to a body for the good of the body itself, since matter serves

form rather than making it its servant. What, then? There
is, in St. Thomas’ view, only one answer which remains true

to the fact without violating any principles. If an intellectual

substance is joined to a body neither precisely because it is

intellectual nor for the sake of a body, then it must be so

joined because it is unequal by itself to the task of accom-
plishing the work proper to an intellectual substance. That is

to say, a spiritual substance such as the human soul, which is

intellectual in its nature and purpose, and which yet is part

of the human composite, must require to be such a part in

order to become completely an intellectual substance. We are

invited by St. Thomas Aquinas, therefore, to look upon the

human composite of soul and body as being the complement
of the intellectual nature of the soul If the knowledge of

truth is the aim of a spiritual substance, and if the soul,

which is such a substance, is an incarnate spirit, then it is

incarnate in order to do the work of a spirit; and, what is no
less decisive, it must do a spiritual work as an incarnate

spirit.

We are now standing in the presence of a philosophical

decision which is unique in history. To say that man must do
a spiritual work as an incarnate spirit is to say that as a

knower man is a composite being. Where the Platonic knower
is a pure reason, and the Cartesian knower a pure mind, the

Thomistic knower is, as knower, the composite of soul and

body. Let us say this in another way. Man as a knower must
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be partly material in order to be adequately a knower. Of
course, such a notion is bound to sound scandalous to modern

ears. For we are the heirs of generations of philosophic specu-

lations according to which man is a thinker and a mind . Now
it is a fact that the Thomistic man is a knower rather than

a thinker, and he is a composite being rather than a mind.

In fact, St. Thomas does not even have in his vocabulary a

term corresponding to the term thinker: you cannot trans-

late such a term into Thomistic Latin. If we are to judge

matters as St. Thomas has done, we are bound to say that

the European man became a thinker after he ruined himself

as a knower; and we can now even trace the steps of that

ruination—from Augustinian Platonism to the nominalistic

isolationism of Ockham to the despairing and desperate

methodism of Descartes. For what we call the decline of

mediaeval philosophy was really a transition from man as a
knower to man as a thinker—from man knowing the world of

sensible things to man thinking abstract thoughts in separa-

tion from existence. What is thinking but dis-existentialized

knowing?
There is no need to dwell on man as a thinker except per-

haps to say that the recent revolts by existential theologians

and existential philosophers, not to mention existential his-

torians, is a critical lesson for all to consider. Philosophers

have tried to be thinkers; they have tried to give a concep-

tual and totally abstract reproduction of reality; some of

them have even played at being God in order to give, from
the point of view of mind, a total and totally abstract presen-

tation of reality. Now, what the contemporary revolt by ex-

istentialists will lead to no one will predict But what it

means is clear enough; it means the emptiness of abstract

thought closed on abstractions. It is equally clear that, in the

violence of their revolt, some existentialists should circle

round man's existence very closely, very anxiously and very
desperately. And well they should. For an existential revolt

against abstractions is historically understandable and phil-

osophically salutary. But a revolt of existence, which turns

out to be a revolt against intelligibility in the world, merely
ruins the world in order to save existence. The remedy fox

meaning without a world is not a world without meaning.
For, granted that thinking without existence is empty, exist-

ence without intelligibility is just as empty.



INTRODUCTION XXV

The Thomistic doctrine of man, in which the knowing sub-

ject is a composite being, an incarnate spirit, yields neither

to the impulse to conceptualize existence nor to the im-

pulse to stop conceptualization in the presence of existence.

Rather, St. Thomas sets himself the problem to explain how
it is that we know concrete sensible being. It is not abstrac-

tions that we know, though we use abstractions
;

it is things.

What is more, we know things as being, not as essences
;
we

say that things have essences, not that they are essences.

How is this knowing of beings to be explained? And how is it

that we are able to pronounce the very to bet Being is not

the name of any essence, and in the sense in which we are

said to conceive essences we cannot say that we conceive

being. We have, to be sure, a concept of being, but it is not

the concept of an essence, nor is it abstracted as essential

concepts are; for, far from excluding the individuals from
which it is abstracted, it includes them, since that to which

it refers is individual in every individual being—namely, its

act of to be.

The notion of act is fundamental in the metaphysics and

epistemology of St. Thomas. For him, the name being takes

its origin from the act of to be; it is therefore a name of

things from the standpoint of act, not from the standpoint of

essence Essence itself, as St, Thomas understands it, is not

a thing or a reality in itself. If you ask: what is a thing? to

St. Thomas the question means: what sort of being does a

thing have? But because a thing is called a being from its act

of to be, to ask what a being is is to be concerned with the sort-

ness of its act of to be. To be a man is to be humanly.

How then can being—that being which has been such a

stranger from the philosophical horizons of Plato and of most

modem philosophers—how can being be known? For it can-

not be conceived as an essence, since it is not an essence. But,

be it observed, the being that is in question here knot some

abstraction. It is the being of sensible things; it is sensible

things. The being that we are called upon to know, and the

knowledge of which we are called upon to explain, is concrete

sensible being—manifold and multiple, changing and in-

definitely varied. Now, how can such being—such beings

—

be known, given that, because they are beings and not

essences, they cannot be completely conceptualized?

To this question, too, St. Thomas thinks that there is but
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one answer. The first requisite of knowledge is that the thing

known be in the knower. The second requisite is that the

thing known, since it is a being and not an essence, be in the

knower as a being and not as an essence. The third requisite

is that, since the thing to be known is a concrete sensible

being, it must be in the knower as a concrete sensible being.

Without these requisites, there would not be knowledge as St.

Thomas understands it; there would not be a human know-
ing which is the knowing of sensible beings.

The Thomistic doctrine that man as a knower is a com-

posite being, that he knows through the use of his several

powers together and intei-ordinated, is the exact complement
of knowing understood in the light of the above requisites.

Man must as a knower be sensible things in order to know
them Man as a knower must be such that he can give exist-

ence, within his knowledge, not to abstract essences, but to

sensible beings. That is why man as a knower needs a body;

for, through the senses of his body he can give sensible exist-

ence in the order of knowing to that which is sensible in the

order of being. The body as part of the knowing man answers

for St. Thomas Aquinas the two questions which knowledge
poses for him In knowing sensible being, how do we know it

as sensible, which it is, and as being, which it likewise is? St.

Thomas’ answer is that sensible being exists in our knowl-
edge as sensible being, its actuality exists in our sensible

knowledge as sensible actuality, and not as an abstraction.

And it is because we can give sensible actuality, within our
knowledge, to what is a sensible actuality m the order of ex-

istence that we can say we know sensible beings.

It is important to stress this approach to human knowl-
edge from the point of view of the act of being in sensible

things. To know is to be; to know sensible things is, by
means of knowing, to be sensible things. To St. Thomas,
knowing first presents itself in the mode of act; for it is the

mode of act which is the mode of being If we think of knowl-
edge as intellectual abstraction, we shall never explain why
we know being from the point of view of its actuality. If St.

Thomas believes that abstraction is not working in a void,

and that conceptualization is rooted in the actuality of

things, it is because before the work of abstraction and con-
ceptualization by the intellect (or, rather, by man through
the intellect) there is the work of giving sensible existence,
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within man’s knowledge, to the sensible being of things. In

other words, being (the being of and in sensible things) first

comes to ns in the way that it is, as sensible actuality, and
human knowing begins by being the exercise by man of the

sensible act of being in things.

That is why abstraction as St Thomas understands it is

not a separation from existence, it is the consideration by
the intellect of the essential elements within the actuality of

things In other words, given St. Thomas’ view of sensible

knowledge, we aie bound to say that for him abstraction al-

ways takes place within the apprehended actuality of things,

That is why we can use concepts and form judgments. For a
judgment is not built on abstractions; it is in the line of the

act of being, not in the line of essence. In going from con-

cepts to judgments we do not miraculously get something

from nothing—as though we begin knowledge with concep-

tualized essences and then by the employment of judgment

we begin to speak the language of being. Conceptualized

essences, unless they be conceptualized within our apprehen-

sion of being, will never enable us to form judgments For

judgments, including attributive judgments, depend for their

possibility on our apprehension of being as act, and of es-

sence itself from the viewpoint of act; for it is act which

unifies being, and it is within the unity of being that we must

ieek the unity of essence and therefore the ground of judg-

ment.

IV

There would be many more names and many more strug-

gles within the thirteenth century that we would have to con-

sider in order to give a complete picture of St. Thomas and

his age. But perhaps, in a general appreciation of the philo-

sophical spirit of St. Thomas, it is not unjust to concentrate

our attention on his relations to Plato. The Thomistic cri-

tique of Plato is a permanent and decisive aspect of Thomism,

just as n is a permanent and decisive issue in the thirteenth

century. Nor is it difficult to see the role assigned to Aristotle

by St. Thomas Aquinas. Where the Platonic method in phi-

losophy threatens to leave man in a void of abstractions, the

Aristotelian critique of Plato has the basic merit of saving

the reality of the world from Platonic abstractionism. But in

following the direction of the Aristotelian critiaue of Plato,
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St. Thomas breathed into Aristotle’s conception of the world
a vision that the Stagirite himself had never known The
world which St. Thomas analyzes by means of the principles

of the Aristotelian Physics is a world of creatures, something
that Aristotle had never known; and while it is true that
Averroes and the Averroists used the Aristotelian doctrine of

motion against the Christian doctrine of creation, St. Thomas
Aquinas preferred to interpret it as failing to reach the idea
of creation, rather than as denying it.

It has always been a problem for students of St. Thomas
to explain his comparatively milder treatment of Aristotle

than of Plato. No doubt, he agreed with Aristotle much more
than he ever did with Plato; although it is a fact that he
has had occasion to side with Plato against Aristotle. Now
one has only to think of all the principles and doctrines which
St. Thomas received from Aristotle in order to recognize that
the most obvious reason for his mildness toward Aristotle is

that, after all, no other attitude is possible in the circum-
stances. It is quite probable, too, that the intellectual situa-
tion in the world around him suggested to St. Thomas the
attitude he adopted. For that situation, so rampant with
Platonism, some of which even masqueraded under the name
of Aristotle, required precisely the sort of use of Aristotle
which St. Thomas actually made. An Aristotle, in fact, whose
De Anima

,
Physics and Metaphysics are made to be stout

weapons in defense of truth against Plato’s isolation of soul
from body, his sacrifice of being in the name of its intelligi-

bility, his disparaging attitude toward the world of sense and
* toward sense knowledge—such an Aristotle was a veritable
ally of every Catholic theologian in the thirteenth century.
What is, however, perplexing about such an Aristotle is

not the timeliness of his anrival in the Paris of St. Thomas
during the middle of the thirteenth century, nor the extent of
his services to the cause of philosophy and theology. What is
perplexing is, rather, that such an Aristotle existed, to a great
extent, only in the mind of St. Thomas Aquinas; and what is
no less perplexing is that St. Thomas has criticized Aristotle
often enough to leave no doubt on this point. What many still

like to call the Aristotelian-Thomistic synthesis is the result
of more than one benign Thomistic interpretation of the Phi-
losopher. To identify St. Thomas with an Aristotle who is, in
many important respects, his own creation, is a compliment
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to St. Thomas himself. To do so without realizing that St.

Thomas’ Aristotle is a Thomist who, on some basic funda-

mentals, was never an Aristotelian is a historical illusion that

is both dangerous and without justification m our own day.

For whereas St. Thomas could and did transform Aristotle

according to the needs and purposes of the thirteenth cen-

tury, and thus served the cause of truth in his world, to iden-

tify Aristotle and St. Thomas today, or to speak without

grave qualification of “the Aristolelianism of St. Thomas,” is

to risk the danger of ignoring and even losing those very doc-

trines which are the work of the personal genius of St,

Thomas himself. And the point of this loss is not merely that

it would be an injustice to an eminent Catholic theologian;

the point is that we would be the losers.

Admittedly, the historian of St Thomas does not have the

right to alter his mildness toward Aristotle. Yet he has also

the duty to point out, no matter how briefly, that the Aris-

totle of history bequeathed to the thirteenth century many
doctrines and dilemmas which increased the philosophical

turmoil of that age. If Plato had transformed man into a

reason and freed him from matter by turning him from exist-

ence toward abstractions, Aristotle freed man from the reign

of matter and motion by likewise transforming him into a

reason and by likewise turning him from existence to-

ward thought. To confine man within reason in order to

escape matter is, in its own way, a form of dis-existentializa-

tion. Nor is the Aristotelian theology any less a dis-existen-

tialized one, however much St, Thomas may have used the

Metaphysics of Aristotle for a genuinely existential apprecia-

tion of being. The end of man is surely an embarrassingly

obscure point in the Aristotelian ethics, and the problem of

the relations between soul and body in man is equally so. All

this is not to say that we must disparage Aristotle in order to

magnify St. Thomas, Quite the contrary, the only point in

calling attention to these and similar Aristotelian embarrass-

ments is to free ourselves of the illusion that we can be

Thomists (supposing, for the moment, that at least some of

us do) by means of the Aristoteliamsm which led to these

embarrassments.

It will be abundantly dear to those who read the following

pages that St Thomas Aquinas was the disciple of his pred-

ecessors, and even their spokesman, at the very moment o£
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being their critic. For by his own practice we are warranted
in saying that St. Thomas’ predecessors helped him to reach
the truths that he did. Sometimes they helped him by reach-

ing them before him; sometimes they helped by strugglmg
toward them and, by their very failures, revealing to all who
could read what would have to be done m order to succeed
where they failed. If he was a critic of his predecessors, it was
in their name that St. Thomas was their critic. If his doc-
trines were new, he yet managed to find many beginnings of

these doctrines m the past. Nothing is newer in the history

of Christian thought than St. Thomas’ notion of existence,

and, speaking from the historical vantage point of the twen-
tieth century, let us add that nothing has been rarer in the
history of philosophy since the thirteenth century than that
notion of existence. And yet the same St. Thomas Aquinas,
who loved truth much more than he was aware of his own
novelty, presents many of his most distinctive notions as
having a long birth in the history of Christian thought before
him. ‘According to reason and Aristotle,” he has often sakL
He stood on a giant past; and though he himself was a giant,

he always looked upon his intellectual stature with the genu*

ine humility of one who, even in his highest speculative
reaches, accepted the fruits of philosophical victory as much
in the name of those who went before him as in his own.

Anton C. Pegis.
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GOD

THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA

Part One

Question I

THE NATURE AND DOMAIN OF SACRED
DOCTRINE

{In Ten Articles)

To place our purpose within definite limits, we must first in-

vestigate the nature and domain of sacred doctrine. Concern-

ing this there are ten points of inquiry.

—

(i) Whether sacred doctrine is necessary? (2) Whether il

is a science? (3) Whether it is one or many? (4) Whether
it is speculative or practical? (5) How it is compared with

other sciences? (6) Whether it is a wisdom? (7) Whether
God is its subject-matter? (8) Whether it is argumentative?

(9) Whether it rightly employs metaphors and similes? (10)

Whether the Sacred Scripture of this doctrine may be ex-

pounded in different senses?

First Article

WHETHER, BESIDES THE PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES,

ANY FURTHER DOCTRINE IS REQUIRED?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

' Objection 1. It seems that, besides the philosophical sci-

ences, we have no need of any further knowledge. For man
should not seek to know what is above reason: Seek not the

things that are too high for thee (Ecclus . iii. 22). But what*

ever is not above reason is sufficiently considered in the phil*

3
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osophical sciences. Therefore any other knowledge besides

the philosophical sciences is superfluous.

Obj . 2. Further, knowledge can be concerned only with be-

ing, for nothing can be known, save the true, which is con-

vertible with being. But everything that is, is considered in

the philosophical sciences—even God Himself
;
so that there

is a part of philosophy called theology, or the divine science,

as is clear from Aristotle.1 Therefore, besides the philosophi-

cal sciences, there is no need of any further knowledge.

On the contrary

,

It is written (2 Tim . iii. 16): All Scrip-

ture inspired of God is profitable to teach
,
to reprove

,
to cor-

rect, to instruct in justice. Now Scripture, inspired of God, is

not a part of the philosophical sciences discovered by human
reason. Therefore it is useful that besides the philosophical

sciences there should be another science

—

i.e., inspired of

God.
I answer that

,

It was necessary for man’s salvation that

there should be a knowledge revealed by God, besides the

philosophical sciences investigated by human reason. First,

because man is directed to God as to an end that surpasses

the grasp of his reason: The eye hath not seen
, 0 God

,
be-

sides Thee
,
what things Thou hast prepared for them that

wait for Thee (Isa. lxiv. 4) . But the end must first be known
by men who are to direct their thoughts and actions to the

end. Hence it was necessary for the salvation of man that

certain truths which exceed human reason should be made
known to him by divine revelation. Even as regards those

truths about God which human reason can investigate, it was
necessary that man be taught by a divine revelation. For the

truth about God, such as reason can know it, would only be
known by a few, and that after a long time, and with the

admixture of many errors; whereas man’s whole salvation,

which is in God, depends upon the knowledge of this truth.

Therefore, in order that the salvation of men might be
brought about more fitly and more surely, it was necessary
that they be taught divine truths by divine revelation. It was
therefore necessary that, besides the philosophical sciences

investigated by reason, there should be a sacred science by
way of revelation.

Reply Obj. 1. Although those things which are beyond
man’s laiowledge may not be sought for by man through his

x Metaph

,

V, 1 (1026a 19).
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reason, nevertheless, what is revealed by God must be ac-

cepted through faith. Hence the sacred text continues, For
many things are shown to thee above the understanding 0}

man (Ecclus. iii. 25). And in such things sacred science con-

sists.

Reply Obj. 2. Sciences are diversified according to the di-

verse nature of their knowable objects. For the astronomer

and the physicist both prove the same conclusion—that the

earth, for instance, is round: the astronomer by means of

mathematics (i e., abstracting from matter), but the physi-

cist by means of matter itself. Hence there is no reason why
those things which are treated by the philosophical sciences,

so far as they can be known by the light of natural reason,

may not also be treated by another science so far as they are

known by the light of the divine revelation. Hence the the-

ology included in sacred doctrine differs in genus from that

theology which is part of philosophy.

Second Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS A SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not a science.

For every science proceeds from self-evident principles. But
sacred doctrine proceeds from articles of faith which are not

self-evident, since their truth is not admitted by all: For all

men have not jaith (2 Tkess. iii. 2). Therefore sacred doc-

trine is not a science.

Obj . 2. Further, science is not of individuals. But sacred

doctrine treats of individual facts, such as the deeds of Abra-

ham, Isaac and Jacob, and the like. Therefore sacred doctrine

is not a science.

On the contrary, Augustine says that to this science atom
belongs that whereby saving jaith is begotten, nourished,

protected and strengthened

?

But this can be said of no sci-

ence except sacred doctrine. Therefore sacred doctrine is a

science.

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is a science. We must bear

in mind that there are two kinds of sciences. There are some
which proceed from principles known by the natural light of

aDe Trin, XIV, I (PL 42, 1037).
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the intellect, such as arithmetic and geometry and the like.

There are also some which proceed from principles known
by the light of a higher science: thus the science of optics

proceeds from principles established by geometry, and music

from principles established by arithmetic So it is that sacred

doctrine is a science because it proceeds from principles made
known by the light of a higher science, namely, the science

of God and the blessed. Hence, just as music accepts on au-

thority the principles taught by the arithmetician, so sacred

science accepts the principles revealed by God.

Reply Obj. i. The principles of any science are either in

themselves self-evident, or reducible to the knowledge of a
higher science; and such, as we have said, are the principles

of sacred doctrine.

Reply Obj. 2. Individual facts are not treated in sacred

doctrine because it is concerned with them principally; they

are rather introduced as examples to be followed in our lives

(as in the moral sciences), as well as to establish the author-

ity of those men through whom the divine revelation, or

which this sacred scripture or doctrine is based, has come
down to us.

Third Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS ONE SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not one sci-

ence, for according to the Philosopher that science is one
which treats only of one class of subjects .

3 But the creator

and the creature, both of whom are treated in sacred doc-
trine, cannot be grouped together under one class of subjects.

Therefore sacred doctrine is not one science.

Obj . 2. Further, in sacred doctrine we treat of angels,

corporeal creatures and human morality. But these belong to
separate philosophical sciences. Therefore sacred doctrine

cannot be one science.

On the contrary
,
Holy Scripture speaks of it as one sci-

ence: Wisdom gave him the knowledge
[
scientiam

] of holy
things (Wis.x. 10).

I answer that
,
Sacred doctrine is one science. The unity of

Post. Anal,, I, 28 (87a 38).
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a power or habit is to be ganged by its object, not indeed, in

its material aspect, but as regards the formality under which
it is an object. For example, man, ass, stone, agree in the one
formality of being colored; and color is the formal object of

sight. Therefore, because Sacred Scripture (as we have said)

considers some things under the formality of being divinely

revealed, all things which have been divinely revealed have
in common the formality of the object of this science. Hence,

they are included under sacred doctrine as under one science.

Reply Ob}. i. Sacred doctrine does not treat of God and
creatures equally, but of God primarily, and of creatures

only so far as they are referable to God as their beginning or

end. Hence the unity of this science is not impaired.

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing prevents inferior powers or habits

from being diversified by objects which yet agree with one
another in coming together under a higher power or habit;

because the higher power or habit regards its own object un-

der a more universal formality. Thus, the object of the com-
mon sense is the sensible, including, therefore, whatever is

visible or audible. Hence the common sense, although one

power, extends to all the objects of the five senses. Similarly,

objects which are the subject-matter of different philosophi-

cal sciences can yet be treated by this one single sacred sci-

ence under one aspect, namely, in so far as they can be in-

cluded in revelation. So that in this way sacred doctrine

bears, as it were, the stamp of the divine science, which is one

and simple, yet extends to everything.

Fourth Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS A PRACTICAL SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is a practical

science, for a practical science is that which ends in action,

according to the Philosopher .

4 But sacred doctrine is or-

dained to action: Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers

only (Jas . i. 22). Therefore sacred doctrine is a practical sci-

ence.

Obj. 2. Further, sacred doctrine is divided into the Old
and the New Law. But law belongs to moral science, which

Metaph Ia, 1 (993b 21).
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is a practical science. Therefore sacred doctrine is a practical

science.

On the contrary

,

Every practical science is concerned with

the things man can do; as moral science is concerned with

human acts, and architecture with buildings. But sacred doc-

trine is chiefly concerned with God, Who is rather the Maker
of man. Therefore it is not a practical but a speculative sci-

ence.

I answer that
,
Sacred doctrine, being one, extends to things

which belong to the different philosophical sciences, because

it considers in each the same formal aspect, namely, so far as

they can be known through the divine light. Hence, although

among the philosophical sciences some are speculative and
others practical, nevertheless, sacred doctrine includes both;

as God, by one and the same science, knows both Himself

and His works.

Still, it is more speculative than practical, because it is

more concerned with divine things than with human acts;

though even of these acts it treats inasmuch as man is or-

dained by them to the perfect knowledge of God, in which
consists eternal beatitude.

This is a sufficient answer to the Objections.

Fifth Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS NOBLER THAN
OTHER SCIENCES?

We proceed thus to the Ftfth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not nobler

than other sciences, for the nobility of a science depends on
its certitude. But other sciences, the principles of which can-

not be doubted, seem to be more certain than sacred doc-

trine; for its principles—namely, articles of faith—can be
doubted. Therefore other sciences seem to be nobler.

Obj . 2. Further, it is the part of a lower science to draw
upon a higher; as music draws upon arithmetic. But sacred

doctrine does draw upon the philosophical sciences; for Je-
rome observes, in his Epistle to Magnus, that the ancient

doctors so enriched their books with the doctrines and
thoughts of the philosophers, that thou knowest not what
more to admire in them, their profane erudition or their
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scriptural learning .
5 Therefore sacred doctrine is inferior to

other sciences.

On the contrary, Other sciences are called the handmaid-
ens of this one: Wisdom sent her maids to invite to the tower
(Prov. ix 3).
I answer that, Since this science is partly speculative and

partly practical, it transcends all other sciences, speculative

and practical. Now one speculative science is said to be nobler

than another either by reason of its greater certitude, or Dy
reason of the higher dignity of its subject-matter. In both
these respects this science surpasses other speculative sci-

ences: in point of greater certitude, because other sciences

derive their certitude from the natural light of human reason,

which can err, whereas this derives its certitude from the light

of the divine knowledge, which cannot err, in point of the

higher dignity of its subject-matter, because this science

treats chiefly of those things which by their sublimity tran-

scend human reason, while other sciences consider only those

things which are within reason’s grasp. Of the practical sci-

ences, that one is nobler which is ordained to a more final

end, as political science is nobler than military science; for

the good of the army is directed to the good of the state. But
the purpose of this science, in so far as it is practical, is

eternal beatitude, to which as to an ultimate end the ends of

all the practical sciences are directed. Hence it is clear that

from every standpoint it is nobler than other sciences.

Reply Ohj. 1. It may well happen that what is in itself the

more certain may seem to us the less certain because of the

weakness of our intellect, which is dazzled by the clearest

objects of nature, as the owl is dazzled by the light of the

simp Hence the fact that some happen to doubt about the

articles of faith is not due to the uncertain nature of

the truths, but to the weakness of the human intellect; yet

the slenderest knowledge that may be obtained of the highest

things is more desirable than the most certain knowledge
obtained of the lowest things, as is said in De Animalibus

xi.
7

Reply Obj . 2. This science can draw upon the philosophi-

cal sciences, not as though it stood in need of them, but only

5
Epist. LXX (PL 22, 668)

6
Aristotle, Metaph, la, 1 (993b 9)

7
Aristotle. De Part . Anim., I, $ (644b 31).
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in order to make its teaching clearer. For it accepts its prin-

ciples, not from the other sciences, but immediately from

God, by revelation. Therefore it does not draw upon the

other sciences as upon its superiors, but uses them as its

inferiors and handmaidens* even so the master sciences make
use of subordinate sciences, as political science of military

science. That it thus uses them is not due to its own defect or

insufficiency, but to the defect of our intellect, which is more
easily led by what is known through natural reason (from

which proceed the other sciences), to that which is above

reason, such as are the teachings of this science.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THIS DOCTRINE IS A WISDOM?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection i. It seems that this doctrine is not a wisdom.
For no doctrine which borrows its principles is worthy of the

name of wisdom, seeing that the wise man directs, and is not

directed.8 But this doctrine borrows its principles. Therefore

it is not a wisdom.

Obj. 2. Further, it is a part of wisdom to prove the princi-

ples of other sciences. Hence it is called the chief of sciences,

as is clear in Ethics vi.
9 But this doctrine does not prove

the principles of other sciences. Therefore it is not a wisdom.
Obj . 3. Further, this doctrine is acquired by study, whereas

wisdom is acquired by God’s inspiration, and is accordingly

numbered among the gifts of the Holy Spirit (Isa. xi, 2).

Therefore this doctrine is not a wisdom.
On the contrary, It is written (Deut . iv. 6) : This is your

wisdom and understanding in the sight of nations.

I answer that

,

This doctrine is wisdom above all human
wisdoms not merely in any one order, but absolutely. For
since it is the part of a wise man to order and to judge, and
since lesser matters can be judged in the light of some higher

cause, he is said to be wise in any genus who considers the

highest cause in that genus. Thus in the realm of building,

he who plans the form of the house is called wise and archi-

tect, in relation to the subordinate laborers who trim the

8
Aristotle, Metaph I, 2 (982a 18) .

8
Aristotle, Eth,

} VI, 7 (1141a
20)
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wood and make ready the stones, thus it is said, As a wise

architect I have laid the foundation (i Cor . iii. io). Again,

in the order of all human life, the prudent man is called

wise, inasmuch as he directs his acts to a fitting end: thus it

is said, Wisdom is prudence to a man (Prov

.

x. 23). There-

fore, he who considers absolutely the highest cause of the

whole universe, namely God, is most of all called wise. Hence
wisdom is said to be the knowledge of divine things, as Au-
gustine says.10 But sacred doctrine essentially treats of God
viewed as the highest cause, for it treats of Him not only so

far as He can be known through creatures just as philoso-

phers knew Him

—

That which is known of God is manifest in

them {Rom. i. 19)—but also so far as He is known to Him-
self alone and revealed to others. Hence sacred doctrine is

especially called a wisdom.
Reply Ob) . 1. Sacred doctrine derives its principles, not

from any human knowledge, but from the divine knowledge,

by which, as by the highest wisdom, all our knowledge is

ordered.

Reply Obj. 2. The principles of the other sciences either

are evident and cannot be proved, or they are proved by
natural reason in some other science. But the knowledge

proper to this science comes through revelation, and not

through natural reason. Therefore it is not its business to

prove the principles of the other sciences, but only to judge

them. For whatsoever is found in the other sciences contrary

to the truth of this science must be condemned as false.

Hence, it is said: Destroying counsels atid every height that

exalteth itself against the knowledge of God {2 Cor. x. 4, 5).

Reply Obj. 3. Since judgment pertains to wisdom, in ac-

cord with a twofold manner of judging there is a twofold

wisdom. A man may judge in one way by inclination, as who-
ever has the habit of a virtue judges rightly of what is virtu*

ous by his very inclination towards it. Hence it is the virtu-

ous man, as we read,11 who is the measure and rule of human
acts. In another way, a man may judge by knowledge, just

as man learned in moral science might be able to judge

rightly about virtuous acts, though he had not virtue. The
first manner of judging divine things belongs to that wisdom

lc De Trin, XII, 14 (PL 42, 1009) —Cf. Cicero, De Officii^ II, 2

(p. 80).
11

Aristotle, Rth X, 5 (1176a 17).
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Ivhich is numbered as a gift of the Holy Ghost: 1'he spiritual

man judgeth all things (1 Cor . ii. 15). And Dionysius says:

Hierotheus is taught not only as one learning, but also as

experiencing divine things .

12 The second manner of judging

belongs to this doctrine, inasmuch as it is acquired by study,

though its principles are obtained by revelation.

Seventh Article

WHETHER GOD IS THE SUBJECT-MArTER OF THIS

SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the subject-matter

of this science. For, according to the Philosopher,13 in every

science the essence of its subject is presupposed. But this

science cannot presuppose the essence of God, for Damascene
says: It is impossible to express the essence of God.14' There-

fore God is not the subject-matter of this science.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever conclusions are reached in any
science must be comprehended under the subject-matter of

that science. But in Holy Scripture we reach conclusions not

only concerning God, but concerning many other things, such

as creatures and human morality. Therefore God is not the

subject-matter of this science.

On the contrary

,

The subject-matter of a science is that

of which it principally treats . But in this science the treat-

ment is mainly about God; for it is called theology, as treat-

ing of God. Therefore God is the subject-matter of this

science.

I answer that, God is the subject-matter of this science.

The relation between a science and its subject-matter is the

same as that between a habit or a power and its object. Now
properly speaking the object of a power or habit is that un-
der whose formality all things are referred to that power or
habit, as man and stone are referred to sight in that they are

colored. Hence colored things are the proper object of sight.

But in sacred doctrine all things are treated under the aspect

of God, either because they are God Himself, or because

13 De Div. Norn, II, 9 (PG 3. 648).
n Post Anal

,

I, 1 (71a 13).
** De Fide Orth., I, 4 (PG 94, 797).
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they refer to God as to their beginning and end. Hence it

follows that God is in very truth the subject-matter of this

science. This is made clear also from the principles of this

science, namely, the articles of faith, for faith is about God.
The subject-matter of the principles and of the whole science

must be the same, since the whole science is contained virtu-

ally in its principles.

Some, however, looking to what is treated in this science,

and not to the aspect under which it is treated, have asserted

the subject-matter of this science to be something other than

God—that is, either things and signs,15 or the works of salva-

tion,16 or the whole Christ, that is, the head and members.17

Of all these things, in truth, we treat in this science, but so

far as they are ordered to God.
Reply Ob). i. Although we cannot know in what consists

the essence of God, nevertheless in this doctrine we make use

of His effects, either of nature or of grace, in the place of a

definition, in regard to whatever is treated in this doctrine

concerning God; even as in some philosophical sciences we
demonstrate something about a cause from its effect, by tak-

ing the effect in the place of a definition of the cause.

Reply Ob). 2. Whatever other conclusions are reached in

this sacred science are comprehended under God, not as parts

or species or accidents, but as in some way ordained to Him,

Eighth Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS ARGUMENTATIVE ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article '

—

Objection 1. It seems this doctrine is not argumentative.

For Ambrose says: Put arguments aside where faith is

sought .
18 But in this doctrine faith especially is sought: Bui

these things are mitten that you may believe {Jo. xx. 31).

Therefore sacred doctrine is not argumentative,

Obj. 2. Further, if it is argumentative, the argument is

either from authority or from reason. If it is from authority,

it seems unbefitting its dignity, for the proof from authority

15 Peter Lombard, Sent

,

I, i, 1 (I, 14) ;
cf St. Augustine, De Doa

Christ.
,
I, 2 (PL 34, 19)

16 Hugh of St Victor, De Sacram ., Prol *

2 (PL 176, 183).
17 Robert Grosseteste, Hexaem. (p. 176); Robert

Kilwardby, De Nat. Theol. (p. 17). ™ De Fide

,

I, 13 (PL 16, 570)-
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is the weakest form of proof according to Boethius.19 But if

from reason, this is unbefitting its end, because, according

to Gregory, faith has no merit in those things of which hu-

man reason brings its own experience.
20 Therefore sacred

doctrine is not argumentative.

On the contrary

,

The Scripture says that a bishop should

embrace that faithful word which is according to doctrine

,

that he may be able to exhort m sound doctrine and to con-

vince the gainsayers (Tit. i. 9).

I answer that

,

As the other sciences do not argue in proof

of their principles, but argue from their principles to demon-
strate other truths in these sciences, so this doctrine does not

argue in proof of its principles, which are the articles of faith,

but from them it goes on to prove something else, as the

Apostle argues from the resurrection of Christ in proof of the

general resurrection (1 Cor

.

xv, 12). However, it is to be

borne in mind, in regard to the philosophical sciences, that

the inferior sciences neither prove their principles nor dis-

pute with those who deny them, but leave this to a higher

science; whereas the highest of them, viz., metaphysics, can

dispute with one who denies its principles, if only the op-

ponent will make some concession; but if he concedes noth-

ing, it can have no dispute with him, though it can answer
his arguments. Hence Sacred Scripture, since it has no sci-

ence above itself, disputes argumentatively with one who
denies its principles only if the opponent admits some at least

of the truths obtained through divine revelation. Thus, we
can argue with heretics from texts in Holy Scripture, and
against those who deny one article of faith we can argue from
another. If our opponent believes nothing of divine revela-

tion, there is no longer any means of proving the articles of

faith by argument, but only of answering his objections—if

he has any—against faith. Since faith rests upon infallible

truth, and since the contrary of a truth can never be demon-
strated, it is clear that the proofs brought against faith are

not demonstrations, but arguments that can be answered.
Reply Obj 1. Although arguments from human reason

cannot avail to prove what belongs to faith, nevertheless,

this doctrine argues from articles of faith to other truths.

Reply Ob

j

2. It is especially proper to this doctrine to
** In Top. Cicer I (PL 64, 1166); De Difier Top., IH (PL 64,

1199),
20
In Evang„ II, horn. 26 (PL 76, 1197).
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argue from authority, inasmuch as its principles are obtained

by revelation; and hence we must believe the authority of

those to whom the revelation has been made. Nor does this

take away from the dignity of this doctrine, for although

the argument from authority based on human reason is the

weakest, yet the argument from authority based on divine

revelation is the strongest. But sacred doctrine also makes
use of human reason, not, indeed, to prove faith (for thereby

the merit of faith would come to an end), but to make clear

other things that are set forth in this doctrine. Since there-

fore grace does not destroy nature, but perfects it, natural

reason should minister to faith as the natural inclination of

the will ministers to charity. Hence the Apostle says Bring-
ing into captivity every understanding unto the obedience

of Christ (2 Cor . x. 5). Hence it is that sacred doctrine

makes use also of the authority of philosophers in those

questions in which they were able to know the truth by natu-

ral reason, as Paul quotes a saying of Aratus: As some also

of your own poets said: For we are also His opspring (Acts
xvii. 28). Nevertheless, sacred doctrine makes use of these

authorities as extrinsic and probable arguments, but properly

uses the authority of the canonical Scriptures as a necessary

demonstration, and the authority of the doctors of the

Church as one that may properly be used, yet merely as

probable. For our faith rests upon the revelation made to

the apostles and prophets, who wrote the canonical books,

and not on the revelations (if any such there are) made to

other doctors. Hence Augustine says: Only those books of

Scripture which are called canonical have I learned to hold

in suck honor as to believe their authors have not erred in

any way in writing them . But other authors 1 so read as not

to deem anything in their works to be true, merely because

of their having so thought and written, whatever may have
been their holiness and learning?1

Ninth Article

WHETHER HOLY SCRIPTURE SHOULD USE METAPHORS?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that Holy Scripture should not use

*EpisU LXXXII, 1 (PL 33, 277),
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metaphors. For that which is proper to the lowest science

seems not to befit this science, which holds the highest place

of all. But to proceed by the aid of various similitudes and

figures is proper to poetic, the least of all the sciences. There-

fore it is not fitting that this science should make use of such

similitudes.

Obj. 2 . Further, this doctrine seems to be intended to make
truth clear. Hence a reward is held out to those who mani-

fest it: They that explain me shall have life everlasting {Ec-

clus . xxiv. 31). But by such similitudes truth is obscured.

Therefore to put forward divine truths under the likeness of

corporeal things does not befit this doctrine.

Obj

.

3. Further, the higher creatures are, the nearer they

approach to the divine likeness. If therefore any creature be

taken to represent God, this representation ought chiefly to

be taken from the higher creatures, and not from the lower;

yet this is often found in the Scriptures.

On the contrary} It is written (Osee xii. 10) : I have multi-

plied visions
,
and I have used similitudes by the ministry of

the prophets. But to put forward anything by means of si-

militudes is to use metaphors. Therefore sacred doctrine may
use metaphors.

I answer that

,

It is befitting Holy Scripture to put forward
divine and spiritual truths by means of comparisons with
material things. For God provides for everything according

to the capacity of its nature. Now it is natural to man to

attain to intellectual truths through sensible things, because
all our knowledge originates from sense. Hence in Holy
Scriptuie spiritual truths are fittingly taught under the like-

ness of material things. This is what Dionysius says: We
carmot be enlightened by the divine rays except they be hid-

den within the covering of many sacred veils?2 It is also be-

fitting Holy Scripture, which is proposed to all without dis-

tinction of persons

—

To the wise and to the unwise I am a

debtor {Rom. i. 14)—that spiritual truths be expounded by
means of figures taken from corporeal things, in order that
thereby even the simple who are unable by themselves to

grasp intellectual things may be able to understand it.

Reply Obj. 1, Poetry makes use of metaphors to produce a
representation, for it is natural to man to be pleased with

Dp Cael. Hier., 1, 2 (PG 3, 121).
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representations. But sacred doctrine makes use of metaphors
as both necessary and useful.

Reply Obj. 2 The ray of divine revelation is not extin-

guished by the sensible imagery wherewith it is veiled, as

Dionysius says; 23 and its truth so far remains that it does
not allow the minds of those to whom the revelation has been
made, to rest in the likenesses, but raises them to the knowl-
edge of intelligible truths, and through those to whom the

revelation has been made others also may receive instruction

in these matters. Hence those things that are taught meta-
phorically in one part of Scripture, m other parts are taught
more openly. The very hiding of truth in figures is useful for

the exercise of thoughtful minds, and as a defense against

the ridicule of the unbelievers, according to the words, Give
not that which is holy to dogs {Matt. vii. 6).

Reply Ob7. 3. As Dionysius says,24 it is more fitting that

divine truths should be expounded under the figure of less

noble than of nobler bodies, and this for three reasons. First,

because thereby men’s minds are the better freed from error.

For then it is clear that these things are not literal descrip-

tions of divine truths, which might have been open to doubt
had they been expressed under the figure of nobler bodies,

especially in the case of those who could think of nothing
nobler than bodies. Second, because this is more befitting the

knowledge of God that we have in this life. For what He is

not is clearer to us than what He is. Therefore similitudes

drawn from things farthest away from God form within us
a truer estimate that God is above whatsoever we may say or

think of Him. Third, because thereby divine truths are the

better hidden from the unworthy.

Tenth Article

WHETHER IN HOLY SCRIPTURE A WORD MAY HAVE
SEVERAL SENSES?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that in Holy Scripture a word cannot
have several senses, historical or literal, allegorical, tropo-

logical or moral, and anagogical. For many different senses

in one text produce confusion and deception and destroy all

21
Ibid. 34 Op. cit.

} II, 2 (PG 3, 136).
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force of argument Hence no argument, but only fallacies,

can be deduced from a multiplicity of propositions. But Holy
Scripture ought to be able to state the truth without any
fallacy. Therefore in it there cannot be several senses to a

word
Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says that the Old Testament

has a fourfold division: according to history
,
etiology

,
anal-

ogy, and allegory 25 Now these four seem altogether different

from the four divisions mentioned in the first objection.

Therefore it does not seem fitting to explain the same word
of Holy Scripture according to the four different senses men-
tioned above.

Obj. 3. Further, besides these senses, there is the paraboli-

cal, which is not one of these four.

On the contrary, Gregory says: Holy Scripture by the

manner of its speech transcends every science, because in

one and the same sentence, while it describes a fact, it reveals

a mystery 26

I answer that

,

The author of Holy Scripture is God, in

Whose power it is to signify His meaning, not by words only

(as man also can do), but also by things themselves. So,

whereas in every other science things are signified by words,

this science has the property that the things signified by the

words have themselves also a signification. Therefore that

first signification whereby words signify things belongs to

the first sense, the historical or literal. That signification

whereby things signified by words have themselves also a

signification is called the spiritual sense, which is based on
the literal, and presupposes it. Now this spiritual sense has

a threefold division. For as the Apostle says (Heb . x. 1) the

Old Law is a figure of the New Law, and Dionysius says

the New Law itself is a figure of future glory 27 Again, in the

New Law, whatever our Head has done is a type of what we
ought to do. Therefore, so far as the things of the Old Law
signify the things of the New Law, there is the allegorical

sense; so far as the things done in Christ, or so far as the

things which signify Christ, are signs of what we ought to

do, there is the moral sense. But so far as they signify what
relates to eternal glory, there is the anagogical sense. Since

*De ViU. Cud., Ill (PL 42, 68).
36 Moral, XX, 1 (PL 76, 135).

r De Locks. Hier., V, 2 (PG 3, 501).
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the literal sense is that which the author intends, and since
the author of Holy Scripture is God, Who by one act com-
prehends all things by His intellect, it is not unfitting, as
Augustine says,28 if, even according to the literal sense, one
word m Holy Scripture should have several senses.

Reply Obj. i. The multiplicity of these senses does not
produce equivocation or any other kind of multiplicity, see*

ing that these senses are not multiplied because one word
signifies several things, but because the things signified by
the words can be themselves signs of other things. Thus in
Holy Scripture no confusion results, for all the senses are
founded on one—the literal—from which alone can any argu-
ment be drawn, and not from those intended allegorically,

as Augustine says 29 Nevertheless, nothing of Holy Scripture
perishes because of this, since nothing necessary to faith is

contained under the spiritual sense which is not elsewhere
put forward clearly by the Scripture in its literal sense
Reply Ob). 2. These three—history, etiology, analogy

—

are grouped under the literal sense. For it is called history,

as Augustine expounds,30 whenever anything is simply re-

lated
;
it is called etiology when its cause is assigned, as when

Our Lord gave the reason why Moses allowed the putting
away of wives—namely, because of the hardness of men’s
hearts (Matt, xix, 8); it is called analogy whenever the
truth of one text of Scripture is shown not to contradict the
truth of another. Of these four, allegory alone stands for

the three spiritual senses. Thus Hugh of St. Victor includes

the anagogical under the allegorical sense, laying down three

senses only—the historical, the allegorical and the tropologi-

cal 31

Reply Ob). 3. The parabolical sense is contained in the
literal, for by words things are signified properly and figura-

tively. Nor is the figure itself, but that which is figured, the
literal sense. When Scripture speaks of God’s arm, the literal

sense is not that God has such a member, but only what is

signified by this member, namely, operative power. Hence it

is plain that nothing false can ever underlie the literal sense

of Holy Scripture,

28
Confess , XII, 31 (PL 32, 844) .

20
Epist. XCIII, 8 (PL 33, 334)

.

90 De Util. Cred., 3 (PL 42, 68).
31

Cf. De Sacram., I, 4 (PL 176*

184).—Cf. also De Scriptur. ei Scriptor. Sacris
f 3 (PL 173, 11).



Question II

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

{In Three Articles)

Because the chief aim of sacred doctrine is to teach the

knowledge of God not only as He is in Himself, but also as

He is the beginning of things and their last end, and espe-

cially of rational creatures, as is clear from what has been

already said,
1 therefore, in our endeavor to expound this

science, we shall treat: (i) of God; (2) of the rational crea-

ture’s movement towards God; 2
(3) of Christ Who as man

is our way to God.8

fin treating of God there will be a threefold division*^-

i*or we shall consider (ij whatever concerns the divine

essence. (2) Whatever concerns the distinctions of Persons.4

Whatever concerns the procession of creatures from&im.°
Concerning the divine essence, we must consider:

—

(1) Whether God exists? (2) The manner of His exist-

ence, or, rather, what is not the manner of His existence.6

(3) Whatever concerns His operations—namely, His knowl-

edge,7 will,
8 power.9

Concerning the first, there are three points of inquiry:

—

(1) Whether the proposition God exists is self-evident?

(2) Whether it is demonstrable? (3) Whether God exists?

First Article

^VHETHEjR the existence of god is seuf-evident?)

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God is self-

evident. For those things are said to be self-evident to us
the knowledge of which exists naturally in us, as we can see

ilEr^anijD^^ But as Damascene says, the

knowledge of God is naturally implanted in all .
10 Therefore

the existence of God is self-evident.

X
Q. X, a. 7. *S.T., II

Z ST., IH. ^27. 8
Q. 44-

6
Q. 3-

T
Q. 14. ®Q. 19.

D
Q. 25.

10 De Fide Orth., I, 1; 3 (PG 94, 789;

m).
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Ob). 2. Further, those things are said to be self-evident
which are known as soon as the terms are known, which the
Philosopher says is true of the first principles of demonstra-
tion.11 Thus, when the nature of a whole and of a part is

known, it is at once recognized that every whole is greater
than its part. But as soon as the signification of the name
God is understood, it is at once seen that God exists For by
this name is signified that thing than which nothing greater

tally is greater than that which exists only mentally . There-
for since as .spoil. a.s the name God is understood itiSsts

mentally, it also follows that it exists actually . Therefore the
proposition God exists is self-evident.

Ob). 3 /Further, the existence of truth is self-evident. For
whoever denies the existence of truth grants that truth does
not exist: and, if truth doesmo.t exist, then the proposition
Truth does not exist is truepand if there is anything true<

there must be truth . But God is truth itself: 1 am the way,
thetruth

?
and the life (Jo. xiv. 6). Therefore God exists is

self-evident.

On the contrary, No one can mentally admit the opposite
of what is self-evident, as the Philosopher states concerning
the first principles of demonstration.12 But the opposite of

the proposition God is can be mentally admitted: The fool

said in his heart, There is no God (Ps

.

lii. i). Therefore, that

God exists is not self-evident.

I answer that, ^tiling can be self-evident in either of two
waysi on the one hand, self:eyident in itself

,
though not to

on the other.^sell^ident in itselhandho us/A proposi-

tion is self-evident because the predicate is included in the
essence of the subject: e g., Man is an animal, for animal is

contained in the essence of man.^Tf, therefore, the essence of

the predicate and subject be known to all, the proposition

will be self-evident to all; as is clear with regard to the first

principles of demonstration, the terms of which are certain

common notions that no one is ignorant of, such as being and
non-being, whole and part, and the like. If, however, there

are some to whom the essence of the predicate and subject is

unknown, the proposition will be self-evident in itself, but

u Post. Anal., J, 3 (72b 18).

Anal., I, 10 (76b 23}*

™Metaph.} HI, 3 (1005b 11) ; Post*
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not to those who do not know the meaning of the predicate

and subject of the proposition. Therefore, it happens, as

Boethius says, that there are some notions of the mind which

are common and self-evident only to the. learned, as that in-

corporeal substances are not in space^^Therefore I say that

this proposition, God exists, of itself is’fcelf-evident, for the

predicate is the same as the subject, because God is His own
existence as will be hereafter shown.^Now because we do

not know the essence of God, the proposition, is not ^self-

evident to us, (but needs to be demonstrated by things that

are more known to us, though less known in their nature}-

namely, by His effects.

Reply Obj.iiTTo know that God exists in a general and
confused way is implanted in us by; nature, inasmuch as

God is man’s beatitude) For man naturally desires happiness,

and what is naturally desired by man is naturally known by
him. This, however, is not to know absolutely that God
exists; (just as to know that someone is approaching is not

the same as to know that Peter is approaching, even though

it is Peter who is approaching: for there are many who im-

agine that man's perfect good/which is happiness, consists

in riches, and others in pleasures, and others in something

else.

Reply Obj, 2. Perhaps not everyone who hears this name
God understands it to signify something than which nothing

greater can be thought, seeing that some have believed God
to be a body.15

Yet,^ granted that everyone understands that

by this name God is signified something than which nothing
greater can bd thought, nevertheless, itdoes not therefore

follow that he understandsThat what the name signifies

exists^actually, but only that it exists mentally. Nor can it

be afgxred that it actually exists, unless it be admitted that

there actually exists something than which nothing greater

pan be thought; and this precisely is not admitted by those,

who hold that God does not exist.

Reply Obj. 3. The existence of truth in general is self-

“ De Hebdom. (PL 64, 1311).
14
Q. 3, a. 4. *Cf. C. G., I,

20.—Of, also Aristotle, Phys., I, 4 (187a 12) ;
St. Augustine, De CtviU

DH, VHt, 2; 5 (PL 41, 226; 239) ;
De Haeres

,

46, 50, 86 (PL 42, 35;
19 > 46) ;

De Genesi ad LiUt} X, 25 (PL 34, 427) ; Maimonides, Guide,

l 53 (Pv
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evident, but the existence of a Primal Truth is not self-

evident to us.

Second Article

(whether it can be demonstrated that god EXISTS?

^

We proceed' thus to the Second Article —
Objection 1. It seems that the existence j)f Godjcannnot

be demonstrated. For it is an ardck^f faith thatjGod^exists,
SuTwhat Jmtb^annQl^

j
because _a

knowledge,, .whereaslfaith
is of the unseen,jis is clear from the Apostle (Heb. xi. 1),

that God exists.

#

Ob), 2. Further, essence is the middle term of demonstra*
tion. But we cannot know in what God ?

s essence consists,
but solely iiTwIiar~it doe^noTcoh^CrasTDamascene says .

10

Therefore we jcannot "demonstrate that God exists

Further, i f the existence of God were demon-

strated, this could only be from His effects. But His effects

axe not; proportioned to Him, since He is infinite and His

eBects~lre^nite
;
^d^eTwmQhe finite and infinite there is

np proportion. Therefore, since a cause cannot be demon-
strated by an effeH^ot proportioned to^Tt^ITs^mFiKaFthe

existence of God cannot be demonstrated.
On the contrary, The Apostle saysyTAe invisible things of

Him are clearly seen, being understood by the things that

are made (Rom, i. 20)^) But this would not be unless the

existence of God could ’be demonstrated through the things

that are made; for the first thing we must know of anything
is, whether it exists.

I answer that, Demonstration can be made in two ways:

One is through the^causeTand isdcaired ^ro^^^ quid, and this

is to argue from what is prior absolutely. The other is

through the effect, and is called a demonstration ^aTthfs
Is~to argue from what is prior relatively only to us. When an
effect is better known to us than its cause, from the effect

we proceed to the knowledge of the cause. And from every

effect the existence of its proper cause can be demonstrated,
so long as its effects are better known to us; because, since

every effect depends upon its cause, if the effect exists, the

16 De Fide Orth, I, 4 (PG 94, 800).
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cause must pre-exist. Hence the existence of God, in so far

as it is not self-evident to us, can be demonstrated from

those of His effects which are known to us.

Reply Obj. 1. The existence of God and other like truths

about God, whiclTcan be known byliatural reason, are not
articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith

presupposes natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes

nature and perfection the perfectible. Nevertheless, there is

nothing to prevent a man, who cannot grasp a proof, from

accepting, as a matter of faith, something which in itself is

capable of being scientifically known and demonstrated.

Reply Obj

.

2. When the existence of a cause is demon-
strated from an effect, this effect takes the place of the

definition of the cause in proving the cause’s existence. This

is especially the case in regard to God, because, in order to

prove the existence of anything, it is necessary to accept as a

nuddleTerm theTmeaning of the name, and not its essence,

for the question of its essence follows on thequestion ofits

existence. Now the names given to God are derived Irom Tfis

effects, as will be later shown.17 Consequently, in demon-
strating the existence of God from His effects, we may take

for the middle term the meaning of the name God

.

Reply Obj. 3. From effects not proportioned to the cause

no perfect knowledge of that cause can be obtained. Yet
from every effect the existence of the cause can be clearly

demonstrated, and so we can demonstrate the existence of

God from His effects; though from them we cannot know
God perfectly as He is in His essence.

Third Article

(
WHETHER GOD EXISTS? ^

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

*

Objection 1. It seems that God does not exist; because if

one of two contraries be infinite, the other would be alto-

gether destroyed. But the name God means that He is

infinite goodness. If, therefore, God existed, there woulcLbe
no^viTdiscoverable : but there is evil in iheJWorlcL There-

fornGod Hops not ftTisf

Obj . 2. Further, it is superfluous to suppose that what can
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be accounted for by a few principles has been produced by
many. But it seems that everything we see in the world can
be accounted for by other principles, supposing God did not
exist. For all natural things can be reduced to one principle,
which is nature; and all voluntary things can beTeduced to
one principle, whicE is human reason ,^br will. Therefore there
is'no need to suppose God’s existence.
On the contrary

,

It is said in the person of God: I am
Who am (Exod . iii. 14).

I answer that

,

The existence of God can be proved in five
Vvays.

~ — ~

The first and more manifest way is the argument from
motion . It is certain, and evidently our sense^TEaf liilhe
world some things are in motion. Now whatever is moved
is moved by another, for nothing can be moved exceptjt is

~ih to that towards whichT it is movqqi . 'whereas*
a thing moyes'inasmuch as it is in act^.For motiQn is^ nQthing~*
^lscTEnT|^^j^Hu^on of somethin

g m^potenTIality~

"actu^fyTSut notTSnjn^Tbe^^
actuality, except by something in a state of actuality. ThuJ
that which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is

potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby moves and
changes it. Now it is not possible that the same thing should
be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect,

but only in different respects. For what is actually hot cam
not simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simultane-
ously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the
same respect and in the same way a thing should be both
mover and moved, i e ., that it should move itself. Therefore^
whatever is moved must be moved by another . If tEat’By

’

which it is moved be itself moved, then this also must needs
be moved by another, and that by another again. But this

cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first

mover, and, consequently, no other mover, seeing that sub-

sequent movers move only inasmuch as they are moved by
the first mover; as the staff moves only because it is moved
by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first

mover, moved by" no other; and tins everyone understands

to be Gud^ ^
#

>AThe second way is from the nature of efficient cause. In the
world of sensible things we find there is an order^oTefficient

causes. There is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possi-
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ble) in which 2L thing is found to be the efficient cause of

itself; for so it wouldbfT^^ is impossible

.

Now in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to infinity,

because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is

the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is

the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the intermediate

cause be several, or one only. Now to take away the cause is

to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first cause

among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any

intermediate, cause. But if in efficient causes it is possible to

go on to infinity, there will be no first efficient cause, neither

will there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient

causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary

to, admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the

mame^of^od.
TheThirS^way is taken from possibility and necessity, and

runs thus. WeT find in nature things that are possible to be

and not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to be

corrupted, and consequently, it is possible for them to be and
not to be. But it is impossible for these always to exist, for

that which can not-be at some time is not. Xb^refore, if

everything-can not-he, then atonejime there wasmotHingJn
^xistenceTNow^iTthis were true, even now there would be

nothing m existence, because that which does not exist begins

to exist only through something already existing^rTherefore,

if at one time nothing was in existence, it would have been im-

possible tor anything to have begun to exist; and thus even

uownoimng would be in existence—whicnis absurd, there-

fore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist

something the existence of which is necessary. But every
necessary thing either has its necessity caused by another, or

not Now it is impossible to go orTfo inanity m necessary

things which have their necessity caused by another, as has

been already proved in regard to efficient causes. Therefore

we cannot but admit the existence of some being having of

jtsW its own necessity, ^(Tnot receiving it from another,

buLuather causing m others tneir necessity."'This^all men

$pok_of as God .

^ .The!?

o

nith wav is taken from the gradation to be found
in things . Among beingTtEere are ~sume' mure and sotneless
good, true, no~ble, and the like. But more and less are pre-

dicted ot'differEfitthings according as they resemble in their
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different ways something which is the maximum
,
as a thing

is said to be hotter according as it more nearly resembles
that which is hottest; so that there is something which is

truest, something best, something noblest, and, consequently,
something which is most being, for those things that are
greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is written in

Metaph . ii .

18 Now the maximum in any genus is the cause of

all in that genus, as fire, which is the maximum of heat, is

the cause of all hot things, as is said in the same book 1&

Therefore there must also be something which is to all beings
the cause of their being, goodhessT and every^"other";perfec-

tiom. Jthis weTall^ GodL
'

,
The fifth way is tg,ken from the^overnance of the world *

\Ve see that things which lack knowledge7^uch aj natural
bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting

always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain
the best result. Hence it is plain that they achieve their end,
not fortuitously, but designedly.^ow whatever lacks ~knowl-

somejqemgjmdowed with knowledge and inteJlig.e]ace , as the

arrow is directed by the archer. Therefore some intelligent

belng_m^byjghom a ,11 n af.i 1 ral

endj_and this being we call.Gnd.

ReplyObf. 1. As Augustine says: Since God is the highest

good. He would not allow anv evil to exist in His works, un-

less His omnipotence and goodness were such as to hrin% <

good even out of evil -0 This is part of the infinite goodness :

of Sod, that Heshould allow evil tn. exist, and out of it

produce good.

Reply Obj. 2. Since nature works for a determinate end
under the direction of a higher agent, whatever is done by
nature must be traced back to God as to its first cause. So
likewise whatever is done voluntarily must be traced back
to some higher cause 0 flier ThaiT human reason and walk
since these can change and fail

;
for all things that are

changeable and capable of defect must be traced back to an

immovable and self-necessary first principle, as has been

shown.

33 Metaph. Ia, 1 (993b 30)-
10

(PL 40, 236).

7h;rt. (Q93b 25).
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Question III

ON THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD

When the existence of a thing has been ascertained, there

remains the further question of the manner of its existence,

in order that we may know its essence* Now because we
cannot know what God is, but rather what He is not, we
have no means for considering how God is, but rather how
He is not.

Therefore, we must consider (i) how He is not; (2) how
He is known by us; 1

(3) how He is named.2

Now it can be shown how God is not, by removing from

Him whatever does not befit Him—viz., composition, motion,

and the like. Therefore (1) we must discuss His simplicity,

whereby we remove composition from Him. And because

whatever is simple in material things is imperfect and a part

of something else, we shall discuss (2) His perfection; 3
(3)

His infinity;4 (4) His immutability; 6 (5) His unity.6

Concerning His simplicity, there are eight points of in-

quiry: (1) Whether God is a body? (2) Whether He is com-
posed of matter and form? (3) Whether in Him there is

composition of quiddity or essence (or nature) and subject?

(4) Whether there is in Him a composition of essence and
being? (5) Whether He is composed of genus and difference?

(6) Whether He is composed of subject and accident? (7)
Whether He is in any way composite, or wholly simple? (8)

Whether He enters into composition with other things?

Third Article

WHETHER GOD IS THE SAME AS HIS ESSENCE OR
NATURE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article *

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the same as His
essence or nature. For nothing is in itself. But the essence or

nature of God

—

Le the Godhead—is said to be in God.
Therefore it seems that God is not the same as His essence

or nature.

Obj. 2. Further, the effect is assimilated to its cause; for

J
Q. 12. *Q. 13. *Q. 4.

4
Q. 7.

B
Q. 9 *Q. ix.
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every agent produces its like. But in created things the sup-

positum is not identical with its nature; for a man is not the
same as his humanity. Therefore God is not the same as His
Godhead
On the contrary

,

It is said of God that He is life itself, and
not only that He is a living thing: I am the way, the truth

,

and the life {Jo. xiv. 6). Now the relation between Godhead
and God is the same as the relation between life and a living

thing. Therefore God is His very Godhead.
I answer that, God is the same as His essence or nature.

To understand this, it must be noted that in things com-
posed of matter and form, the nature or essence must differ

from the suppositum, for the essence or nature includes only
what falls within the definition of the species; as humanity
includes all that falls within the definition of man, for it is by
this that man is man, and it is this that humanity signifies,

that, namely, whereby man is man. Now individual matter,
with all the individuating accidents, does not fall within the
definition of the species. For this particular flesh, these

bones, this blackness or whiteness, etc., do not fall within
the definition of a man. Therefore this flesh, these bones,
and the accidental qualities designating this particular mat-
ter, are not included in humanity; and yet they are in-

cluded in the reality which is a man. Hence, the reality

which is a man has something in it that humanity does not
have. Consequently, humanity and a man are not wholly
identical, but humanity is taken to mean the formal part of

a man, because the principles whereby a thing is defined

function as the formal constituent in relation to individuate

Ing matter. The situation is different in things not composed
of matter and form, in which individuation is not due to

individual matter—that is to say, to this matter—but the

forms themselves are individuated of themselves. Here it is

necessary that the forms themselves should be subsisting

supposita. Therefore suppositum and nature in them are iden-

tified. Since, then, God is not composed of matter and form,
He must be His own Godhead, His own Life, and whatever
else is so predicated of Him.

Reply Obj. x. We can speak of simple things only as

though they were like the composite things from which we
derive our knowledge. Therefore, in speaking of God, we
use concrete nouns to signify His subsistence, because with



JO THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q.3.Art 4

us only those things subsist which are composite, and we use

abstract nouns to signify His simplicity. In speaking there-

fore of Godhead, or life, or the like as being m God, we
indicate the composite way in which our intellect under-

stands, but not that there is any composition in God.

Reply Obj. 2. The effects of God do not imitate Him
perfectly, but only as far as they are able. It pertains to

defect in imitation that what is simple and one can be repre-

sented only by a multiplicity. This is the source of com-

position in God’s effects, and therefore in them supposition

is not the same as nature.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ESSENCE AND BEING ARE THE SAME IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that essence and being [esse] are

not the same m God. For if it be so, then the divine being

has nothing added to it. Now being to which no addition is

made is the being-in-general which is predicated of all things.

Therefore it follows that God is being-in-general which can

be predicated of everything. But this is false: For men gave

the incommunicable name to stones and wood (Wis

.

xiv.

21}. Therefore God’s being is not His essence

Ob). 2. Further, we can know whether God exists, as was
said above

,

7 but we cannot know what He is. Therefore God’s

being is not the same as His essence—that is, as His quiddity

or nature.

On the contrary

,

Hilary says: In God being is not an ac-

cidental quality, but subsisting truth? Therefore what sub-

sists in God is His being.

I answer that

,

God is not only His own essence, as has

been shown, but also His own being. This may be shown in

several ways. First, whatever a thing has besides its essence

must be caused either by the constituent principles of that

essence (like a proper accident that necessarily accompanies
the species—as the faculty of laughing is proper to a man

—

and is caused by the constituent principles of the species),

or by some exterior agent,—as heat is caused in water by

’Q* 2y a, 2.
6 De Trim, VII (PL 10, 208),
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fire. Therefore, if the being of a thing differs from its essence,
this being must be caused either by some exterior agent or by
the essential principles of the thing itself. Now it is impos-
sible for a thing’s being to be caused only by its essential
constituent principles, for nothing can be the sufficient cause
of its own being, if its being is caused. Therefore that thing,
whose being differs from its essence, must have its being
caused by another. But this cannot be said of God, because
we call God the first efficient cause. Therefore it is impossible
that in God His being should differ from His essence.

Second, being is the actuality of every form or nature; for
goodness and humanity are spoken of as actual, only be-
cause they are spoken of as being. Therefore, being must be
compared to essence, if the latter is distinct from it, as ac-
tuality to potentiality. Therefore, since in God there is no
potentiality, as shown above, it follows that in Him essence
does not differ from being. Therefore His essence is His be*

ing. Third, just as that which has fire, but is not itself fire, is

on fire by participation, so that which has being, but is not
being, is a being by participation. But God is His own
essence, as was shown above. If, therefore, He is not His own
being, He will be not essential, but participated, being. He
will not therefore be the first being—which is absurd. There-
fore, God is His own being, and not merely His own essence.

Reply Obj . x. A thing-that-has-nothing-added-to-it can be
understood in two ways. Either its essence preoludes any
addition (thus, for example, it is of the essence of an ir-

rational animal to be without reason)
,
or we may understand

a thing to have nothing added to it, inasmuch as its essence

does not require that anything should be added to it (thus
the genus animal is without reason, because it is not of the
essence of animal in general to have reason; but neither is it

of the essence of animal to lack reason) . And so the divine

being has nothing added to it ki the first sense; whereas
being-in-general has nothing added to it in the second sense.

Reply Obj . 2. To be can mean either of two things. It may
mean the act of being, or it may mean the composition of a
proposition effected by the mind in joining a predicate to a
subject. Taking to be in the first sense, we cannot under-

stand God’s being (or His essence)
;
but only in the second

sense. We know that this proposition which we form about
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God when we say God is, is true; and this we know from

His effects, as was said above .
9

Seventh Article

WHETHER GOD IS ALTOGETHER SIMPLE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not altogether simple.

For whatever is from God imitates Him. Thus from the first

being are all beings, and from the first good are all goods.

But in the things which God has made, nothing is altogether

simple. Therefore neither is God altogether simple.

Obj . 2. Further, whatever is better must be attributed to

God. But with us that which is composite is better than that

which is simple: thus, chemical compounds are better than

elements, and elements than the parts that compose them.

Therefore it cannot be said that God is altogether simple.

On the contrary, Augustine says, God is truly and abso-

lutely simple ,
10

I answer that. The absolute simplicity of God may be
shown in many ways. First, from the previous articles of this

question. For there is neither composition of quantitative

parts in God, since He is not a body; nor composition of

form and matter; nor does His nature differ from His sup-

positum
;
nor His essence from His being; neither is there in

Him composition of genus and difference, nor of subject and
accident. Therefore, it is clear that God is in no way com-
posite, but is altogether simple. Secondly, because every com-
posite is posterior to its component parts, and is dependent
on them; but God is the first being, as has been shown
above .

11 Thirdly, because every composite has a cause, for

things in themselves diverse cannot unite unless something

causes them to unite. But God Is uncaused, as has been
shown above

,

12 since He is the first efficient cause. Fourthly,

because in every composite there must be potentiality and
actuality (this does not apply to God) for either one of the

parts actualizes another, or at least all the parts are as it

were in potency with respect to the whole. Fifthly, because
nothing composite can be predicated of any one of its parts.

6 Q 2, £. 5.
10 De Trin.> VI, 6 (PL 42, 928).

11Q 2, a. 3.
a Ibid*
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And this is evident in a whole made up of dissimilar parts;

for no part of a man is a man, nor any of the parts of the

foot, a foot. But in wholes made up of similar parts, although

something which is predicated of the whole may be predi-

cated of a part (as a part of the air is air, and a part of

water, water), nevertheless certain things are predicable of

the whole which cannot be predicated of any of the parts;

for instance, if the whole volume of water is two cubits, no
part of it can be two cubits. Thus in every composite there

is something which is not it itself. But, even if this could be

said of whatever has a form, viz., that it has something

which is not it itself, as in a white object there is something

which does not belong to the essence of white, nevertheless,

in the form itself there is nothing besides itself. And so,

since God is absolute form, or rather absolute being, He can

in no way be composite. Hilary touches upon this argument

when he says: God, Who is strength, is not made up 0}

things that are weak ; nor is He, Who is light, composed of

thmgs that are dark.
13

Reply Ob j. 1. Whatever is from God imitates Him, as

caused things imitate the first cause. But it is of the essence

of a thing caused to be in some way composite; because at

least its being differs from its essence, as will be shown here*

after ,
14

Reply Obj. 2. With us composite things are better than

simple things, because the perfection of created goodness is

not found in one simple thing, but in many things. But the

perfection of divine goodness is found in one simple thing,

as will be shown hereafter .
15

M De Trin., yil (PL 10, 223).

6 , a. 3*
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Question V

ON GOODNESS IN GENERAL

{In Six Articles)

We next consider goodness.

—

First, goodness in general. Secondly, the goodness of God.1

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

—

(i) Whether goodness and being are the same really? (2)

Granted that they differ only in idea, which is prior in

thought? (3) Granted that being is prior, whether every

being is good? (4) To what cause should goodness be re-

duced? (5) Whether goodness consists in limit, species and

order? (6) Whether goodness is divided into the befitting,

the useful, and the pleasant?

First Article

WHETHER GOODNESS DIFFERS REALLY FROM BEING?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness differs really from

being. For Boethius says: I perceive that in nature the fact

that things are good is one thing
,
that they are is another

?

Obj. 2. Further, nothing can be its own form. But that is

called good which has the form of being

,

according to the

commentary on the Book of Causes

?

Therefore goodness

differs really from being.

Obj. 3. Further, goodness is receptive of more and less.

But being cannot receive more and less. Therefore goodness

differs really from being. *

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that, inasmuch as we are

,

we are goodA
I answer that. Goodness and being are really the same, and

differ only in idea; which is clear from the following ar-

gument. The essence of goodness consists in this, that it is in

gome way desirable. Hence the Philosopher says- Goodness is

what all desire ,

5 Now it is clear that a thing is desirable only

in so far as it is perfect, for all desire their own perfection
X Q 6. *De Hebdom . (PL 64, 1312). *De Causis

,

XX (p.

177). *De Doct. Cknst., I, 32 (PL 34, 32).
B
Eth., I, 1 (1094a

*)•
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But everything is perfect so far as it is actual. Therefore it is

clear that a thing is perfect so far as it is being
;
for being is

the actuality of every thing, as is clear from the foregoing .
6

Hence it is clear that goodness and being are the same really.

But goodness expresses the aspect of desirableness, which
being does not express.

Reply Obj i. Although goodness and being are the same
really, nevertheless, since they differ in thought, they are not
predicated of a thing absolutely in the same way For since

being properly signifies that something actually is, and ac-

tuality properly correlates to potentiality, a thing is, in con-

sequence, said absolutely to have being accordingly as it is

primarily distinguished from that which is only in potenti-

ality; and this is precisely each thing’s substantial being.

Hence it is by its substantial being that everything is said

to have being absolutely; but by any further actuality it is

said to have being relatively. Thus to be white signifies being

relatively, for to be white does not take a thing out of ab-

solutely potential being, since it is added to a thing that

actually has being. But goodness expresses perfection, which

is something desirable, and hence it expresses something
final. Hence, that which has ultimate perfection is said to be

absolutely good, but that which has not the ultimate per-

fection it ought to have (although, in so far as it is at all

actual, it has some perfection) is not said to be perfect ab-

solutely nor good absolutely, but only relatively. In this way,
therefore, viewed in its first ( i.e substantial) being, a thing

is said to be absolutely, and to be good relatively i e., in so

far as it has being), but viewed in its complete actuality a

thing is said to be relatively, and so be good absolutely

Hence the saying of Boethius, that in nature the fact that

things are good is one thing
,
that they are is another

,

7
is to be

referred to being good absolutely, and being absolutely. Be
cause, regarded in its first actuality, a thing is a being abso'

lutely; and regarded in its complete actuality, it is good

absolutely, though even in its first actuality, it is in some way
good, and even in its complete actuality, it is in some way
being.

Reply Obj . 2. Goodness is a form so far as it is understootf

absolutely according to complete actuality.

®Q. 3, a. 4; q. 4, a. I, ad 3. * De Hebdom. (PL 64, 1312)'
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Reply Obj. 3. Again, goodness is spoken of as more or less

according to a superadded actuality, for example, according

to knowledge or virtue.

Second Article

WHETHER GOODNESS IS PRIOR IN IDEA TO BEING?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness is prior in idea to

being. For names are arranged according to the arrangement

of the things signified by the names. But Dionysius assigned

the first place, among other names of God, to His goodness

rather than to His being.8 Therefore in idea goodness is prior

to being.

Ob j. 2. Further, that which is the more extensive is prior

in idea. But goodness is more extensive than being, because

as Dionysius notes,9 goodness extends to things both existing

and non-existing; whereas being extends to existing things

alone. Therefore goodness is in idea prior to being.

Obj. 3. Further, what is more universal is prior in idea.

But goodness seems to be more universal than being, since

goodness has the aspect of the desirable Now to some non-

existence is desirable, for it is said of Judas: It were better

for him
, if that man had not been born {Matt. xxvi. 24).

Therefore in idea goodness is prior to being.

Obj . 4. Further, not only is being desirable, but life,

knowledge, and many other things besides Thus it seems

that being is a particular appetible, and goodness a universal

appetible. Therefore, absolutely, goodness is prior in idea to

being

On the contrary
,
It is said in the Book of Causes that

the first of created things is being .
10

I answer that
, In idea being is prior to goodness. For the

meaning signified by the name of a thing is that which the

intellect conceives of the thing and intends by the word that

stands for it. Therefore, that is prior in idea which is first

conceived by the intellect. Now the first thing conceived by
the intellect is being, because everything is knowable only
inasmuch as it is actually.11 Hence, being is the proper object

*De Div. Nom., IE, 1 (PG 3, 680).
9 Op cit , V, 1 (PG 3, 816).

^DeCausis. IV (p 164).
u Axhtotle. Metaph , VIII, 9 (1051a 31),



Q 5 * Art. 2 ON GOODNESS IN GENERAL 37

of the intellect, and is thus the first intelligible, as sound is

the first audible Therefore m idea being is prior to goodness
Reply Ob). 1. Dionysius defines the divine names accord-

ing as they imply some causal relation in God
;
for we name

God, as he says,12 from creatures, as a cause from its effects.

But goodness, since it has the aspect of the desirable, implies

the idea of a final cause, the causality of which is first

among causes, since an agent does not act except for some
end, and by an agent matter is moved to its form. Hence the

end is called the cause of causes. Thus goodness, as a cause,

is prior to being, as is the end to the form. Therefore among
the names signifying the divine causality, goodness precedes

being. Again, according to the Platonists, who, through not

distinguishing primary matter from privation,13 said that

matter was non-being,14 goodness is more extensively partic-

ipated than being; for primary matter participates in good-
ness as seeking it, for all seek their like, but it does not par-

ticipate in being, since it is presumed to be non-being.

Therefore Dionysius says that goodness extends to the non-
existent ,

15

Reply Ob). 2. The same solution applies to this objection.

Or it may be said that goodness extends to existing and non-

existing things, not so far as it can be predicated of them,

but so far as it can cause them—if, indeed, by the non-

existent we understand not unqualifiedly those things which
do not exist, but those which are potential, and not actual.

For goodness has the aspect of the end in which not only

actual things find their completion, but also towards which
tend even those things which are not actual, but merely

potential. But being implies the relation of a formal cause

only, either inherent or exemplar; and its causality does not

extend save to those things which are actual.

Reply Ob). 3. Non-being is desirable, not of itself, but

only relatively

—

ie., inasmuch as the removal of an evil,

which is removed by non-being, is desirable. Now the re-

moval of an evil cannot be desirable, except so far as this

evil deprives a thing of some being. Therefore it is being

which is desirable of itself, while non-being is desirable only

relatively, viz,, inasmuch as one seeks some being of which
12 De Div. Nom., I, 7 (PG 3, 596).

13
Cf. Aristotle. Phys.t I, 9

(192a 2).
u

Cf. Aristotle, ibid . (192a 3).
15 De Div. Nom.} V, 1

(PG 3, 8x6).
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one cannot bear to be deprived, and thus it happens that

even non-being can be spoken of as relatively good.

Reply Obj. 4. Life, wisdom, and the like, are desirable

only so far as they are actual. Hence in each one of them

some sort of being is desired. And thus nothing is desirable

except being, and consequently nothing is good except

being.

Third Article

WHETHER EVERY BEING IS GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1 It seems that not every being is good. For

goodness is something superadded to being, as is clear from

what has been said But whatever is added to being limits it;

as substance, quantity, quality,* etc. Therefore goodness

limits being. Therefore not every being is good.

Obj . 2. Further, no evil is good: Woe to you that call

evil good
,
and good evil (Isa. v. 20). But some things are

called evil, Therefore not every being is good.

Obj. 3. Further, goodness implies desirability. Now pri-

mary matter does not imply desirability, but rather that

which desires. Therefore primary matter does not contain

the formality of goodness. Therefore not every being is

good.

Obj. 4. Further, the Philosopher observes that in mathe-
matics goodness does not exist.1

* But mathematical are en-

tities, or otherwise there would be no science of mathematics.

Therefore not every being is good.

On the contrary

,

Every being that is not God, is God’s
creature. Now every creature of God is good (1 Tim . iv. 4)

:

and God is the greatest good. Therefore every being is good.

I answer that

,

Every being, as being, is good For all be-

ing, as being, has actuality and is in some way perfect, since

every act is some sort of perfection, and perfection implies

desirability and goodness, as is clear from what has been
said Hence it follows that every being as such is good.

Reply Obj. 1. Substance, quantity, quality, and every-

thing included in them, limit being by applying it to some
essence or nature. Now in this sense, goodness does not add

x*Metaph.} II, 2 (996b 1).
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anything to being beyond the aspect of desirability and per-

fection, which is also proper to being, whatever its nature.

Hence goodness does not limit being

Reply Obj. 2. No being is said to be evil, considered as

being, but only so far as it lacks being. Thus a man is said

to be evil, because he lacks the being of virtue, and an eye

is said to be evil, because it lacks the power to see well.

Reply Obj. 3. As primary matter has only potential being,

so it is only potentially good. Although, according to the

Platonists,17 primary matter may be said to be a non-being

because of the privation added to it, nevertheless, it does

participate to a certain extent in goodness, viz., by its or-

dination to, or aptitude for, goodness. Consequently, not to

be desirable, but to desire, befits it.

Reply Obj. 4. Mathematicals do not subsist as separate

beings, for if they subsisted there would be in them some
good, viz., their very being; but they have a separate ex-

istence only in the reason, inasmuch as they are abstracted

from motion and matter; and it is thus that they are ab-

stracted from an end whose nature it is to act as a moving

cause. Nor is it repugnant that in some logical entity we do

not find the good, or the character of goodness; for the idea

of being is prior to the idea of goodness, as was said in the

preceding article.

Fourth Article

WHETHER GOODNESS HAS THE ASPECT OF A

FINAL CAUSE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness has not the aspect of

a final cause, but rather of the other causes. For, as Dio-

nysius says, Goodness is praised as beauty.18 But beauty has

the aspect of a formal cause. Therefore goodness has the

aspect of a formal cause.

Obj. 2. Further, goodness is self-diffusive; for Dionysius

says that goodness is that whereby all things subsist, and

are.19 But to be self-giving implies the aspect of an efficient

17
Cf. Aristotle, Phys

,

I, 9 (192a 2).
13 De Div Norn., IV, 7 (PG

3, 701 j.
16 Op. tit , IV, 4, 20 (PG 3, 700; 720) ;

cf also, op. tit., W,
1 and 4 (PG 3, 693, 697).
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cause. Therefore goodness has the aspect of an efficient cause,

Ob). 3. Further, Augustine says that we exist ,
because God

I\s good.2® But we are from God as from an efficient cause.

Therefore goodness implies the aspect of an efficient cause.

On the contrary
,
The Philosopher says that that is to be

considered as the end and the good of other things
, for the

sake of which something is
21 Therefore goodness has the

aspect of a final cause.

I answer that

,

Since goodness is that which all things de-

sire, and since this has the aspect of an end, it is clear that

goodness implies the aspect of an end. Nevertheless, the idea

of goodness presupposes the idea of an efficient cause, and

also of a formal cause. For we see that what is first in causing

is last in the thing caused. Fire, e.g,, heats first of all before

it reproduces the form of fire, though the heat in the fire

follows from its substantial form. Now in causing, first comes

goodness and the end, moving the agent to act; secondly,

the action of the agent moving to the form, thirdly, comes
the form. Hence in that which is caused the converse ought

to take place, so that there should be, first, the form whereby
it is a being

;
secondly, we consider in it its effective power,

whereby it is perfect in being, for a thing is perfect when it

can reproduce its like

,

as the Philosopher says; 22 thirdly,

there follows the formality of goodness which is the basic

principle of perfection m a being.

Reply Ob). 1. Beauty and goodness in a thing are identi-

cal fundamentally, for they are based upon the same thing,

namely, the form, and this is why goodness is praised as

beauty. But they differ logically, for goodness properly re-

lates to appetite (goodness being what all things desire), and
therefore it has the aspect of an end (the appetite being a
kind of movement towards a thing). On the other hand,
beauty relates to a cognitive power, for those things are said

to be beautiful which please when seen. Hence beauty con-

sists in due proportion, for the senses delight in things duly
proportioned, as in what is like them—because the sense
too is a sort of reason, as is every cognitive power. Now, since

knowledge is by assimilation, and likeness relates to form,
beauty properly belongs to the nature of a formal cause.

™ De Doc . Christ, I, 32 (PL 34, 32).
21 Phys , H, 3 (195a 23).

23 Meteor.t IV, 3 (380a 12).
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Reply Obj. 2. Goodness is described as self-diffusive in

the sense that an end is said to move.
Reply Obj. 3. He who has a will is said to be good, so far

as he has a good will, because it is by our will that we em-
ploy whatever powers we may have Hence a man is said to

be good, not because he has a good intellect, but because he
has a good will. Now the will relates to the end as to its

proper object. Thus the saying, we exist because God is

good 23 has reference to the final cause.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF GOODNESS CONSISTS IN
LIMIT, SPECIES AND ORDER?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of goodness does not

consist in limit, species and order. For goodness and being

differ logically. But limit, species and order seem to belong to

the nature of being, for it is written: Thou hast ordered

all things in measure
,
and number and weight (Wis . xi. 21).

And to these three can be reduced species, limit and order,

as Augustine says: Measure fixes the limit of everything
,

number gives it its species
, and weight gives it rest and sta-

bility,
24 Therefore the essence of goodness does not consist

in limit, species and order.

Obj. 2. Further, limit, form, and order are themselves

good. Therefore if the essence of goodness consists in limit,

species and order, then every limit must have its own limit,

species and order. The same would be the case with species

and order in endless succession

Obj. 3. Further, evil is the privation of limit, species and

order. But evil is not the total absence of goodness. Therefore

the essence of goodness does not consist in limit, species

and order.

Obj. 4, Further, that wherein consists the essence of good-

ness cannot be spoken of as evil. Yet we can speak of an

evil limit, species and order Therefore the essence of good-

ness does not consist in limit, species and order.

Obj. 5. Further, limit, species and order are caused b}

23
St Augustine, De Doc Cknst

,, I, 32 (PL 34, 32).

ad Litt, IV, 3 (PL 34, 299).

M D e Gemst
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weight, number and measure, as appears from the quotation

from Augustine.25 But not every good thing has weight,

number and measure, for Ambrose says: It is of the nature

of light not to have been created in number, weight and

measure 26 Therefore the essence of goodness does not con-

sist in limit, species and order.

On the contrary, Augustine says: These three—limit,

species, order—as common good things, are in everything

God has made; thus, where these three abound the things

are very good; where they are less, the things are less good;

where they do not exist at all, there can be nothing good

But this would not be unless the essence of goodness con-

sisted in them. Therefore the essence of goodness consists in

limit, species and order.

1 answer that, Everything is said to be good so far as it is

perfect; for in that way is it desirable (as has been shown
above) . Now a thing is said to be perfect if it lacks nothing

according to the mode of its perfection. But since everything

is what it is by its form (and since the form presupposes

certain things, and from the form certain things necessarily

follow)
,
in order for a thing to be perfect and good it must

have a form, together with all that precedes and follows upon
that form. Now the form presupposes determination or com-
mensuration of its principles, whether material or efficient,

and this is signified by the limit: hence it is said that meas-
ure fixes the limit ,

28 But the form itself is signified by the

species, for everything is placed in its species by its form.

Hence number is said to give the species, for definitions sig-

nifying species are like numbers, according to the Philoso-

pher, 29 for as a unit added to, or taken from, a number,
changes its species, so a difference added to, or taken from, a
definition, changes its species Further, upon the form fol-

lows an inclination to the end, or to an action, or something
of the sort; for everything, in so far as it is in act, acts and
tends towards that which befits it according to its form

,
and

this belongs to weight and order. Hence the essence of good-

ness, so far as it consists in perfection, consists also in limit,

species and order.

25
Ibid.

26
Hexa'em., I, 9 (PE 14, 154)

27 De Nat. Boni, 3 (PE

42, 553)*
58

St Augustine, De Genest ad Litt

,

XV, 3 (PL 34, 299).
* Metaph., VTEI, 3 (1043b 34)
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Reply Obj. i. These three follow upon being, only so far

as it is perfect; and according to this perfection it is good.

Reply Obj, 2. Limit, species and order are said to be good,

and to be beings, not as though they themselves were sub-

sistents, but because through them other things are both be-

ings and good. Hence they have no need of other things

whereby to be good, for they are spoken of as good, not as

though formally so constituted by something else, but as

formally constituting others good : thus whiteness is not said

to be a being because it exists in anything else, but because,

by it, something else has accidental being, viz., a thing that is

.
white.

Reply Obj . 3. All being is through some form. Hence, ac-

cording to the particular being of a thing is its limit, species,

order. Thus, a man has a limit, species and order, as a man,
and another limit, species, and order, as he is white, virtuous,

knowing, and so on, according to everything predicated of

him. But evil deprives a thing of some sort of being, as

blindness deprives us of that being which is sight, and so it

does not destroy every limit, species and order, but only such

as follow upon the being of sight.

Reply Ob], 4. As Augustine says, Every limit, as limit, is

good (and the same can be said of species and order) . But an

evil limit, species and order are so called as being less than

they ought to be, or as not belonging to that to which they

ought to belong
,
or they are called evil, because they are out

of place and incongruous 80

Reply Ob] 5. The nature of light is spoken of as being

without number, weight and measure, not absolutely, but in

comparison with corporeal* things, because the power of

light extends to all corporeal things inasmuch as it is an

active quality of the first body that causes change, i.e., the

heavens.

Sixth Article

WHETHER GOODNESS IS RIGHTLY DIVIDED INTO THE
BEFITTING, THE USEFUL AND THE PLEASANT?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article ,

—

Ob]ection 1, It seems that goodness is not rightly divided

80 De Nat. Boni, 22 (PL 42, 558).
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into the befitting, the useful and the pleasant. For goodness

is divided by the ten predicaments, as the Philosopher says.31

But the befitting, the useful and the pleasant can be found

under one predicament. Therefore goodness is not rightly

divided by them.

Ob). 2. Further, every division is made by opposites. But
these three do not seem to be opposites, for the befitting is

pleasing, and nothing unbefitting is useful; whereas this

ought to be the case if the division were made by opposites,

for then the befitting and the useful would be opposed, as

also Tully observes.32 Therefore the division is improper.

Obj. 3 Further, where one thing is because of another,

,

there is only one thing. But the useful is not good, except so

far as it is pleasing and befitting. Therefore the useful ought

not to be divided from the pleasant and the befitting.

On the contrary, Ambrose makes use of this division of

goodness m his De OfficiisP

I answer that, This division properly concerns human
goodness. But if we consider the nature of goodness from a
higher and more universal point of view, we shall find that

this division properly concerns goodness as such. For a thing

is good so far as it is desirable, and is a term of the move-
ment of appetite. The term of this movement can be seen

from a consideration of the movement of a natural body. The
movement of a natural body terminates absolutely in the

end, and relatively in the means through which it comes to

the end, where the movement ceases; so that a term of move-
ment is so called in so far as it terminates any part of that

movement. Now the ultimate term of movement can be taken
in two ways: either as the thing itself towards which it tends,

e.g., a place or form; or as a state of rest in that thing. Thus,
in the movement of appetite, the thing desired that termi-

nates the movement of appetite relatively, as a means of

tending towards something else, is called the useful
;

that

sought after as the last thing absolutely terminating the

movement of the appetite, as a thing towards which for its

own sake the appetite tends, is called the befitting, for the

befitting is that which is desired for its own sake; but that

whith terminates the movement of appetite in the form of

rest in the thing desired, is called the pleasant .

u Etk., I, 6 (iog6a 19)
23 De Off., II, 3 (pp. 81-82)

.

I, 9 (PL 16, 35)

De Off^
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Reply Obj. 1. Goodness, so far as it is really identical with
being, is divided by the ten predicaments. But this division
belongs to it according to its proper formality.

Reply Ob]. 2. This division is not by opposite things, but
by opposite aspects. Now those things are properly called
pleasing which have no other formality under which they are
desirable except the pleasant, although at times they are
harmful and. unbefitting. Whereas the useful applies to such
as are undesirable in themselves, but are desired only as help-
ful to something further: e g

,

the taking of bitter medicine;
while the befitting are said to be such as are desirable in
themselves.

Reply Obj
. 3. Goodness is not divided into these three as

something univocal which is predicated equally of them all>

but as something analogical which is predicated of them ac-
cording to priority and posteriority. For it is predicated by
priority of the befitting, then of the pleasant, and lastly of
the useful.



Question VI

THE GOODNESS OF GOD

{In Four Articles)

We next consider the goodness of God, under which head

there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether to be good be-

longs to God? (2) Whether God is the highest good? (3)

Whether He alone is essentially good? (4) Whether all

things are good by the divine goodness?

First Article

WHETHER TO BE GOOD BELONGS TO GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that to be good does not belong to

God. For goodness consists in limit, species and order. But
these do not seem to belong to God, since God is immense,

and is not ordered to anything Therefore to be good does

not belong to God.

Ob). 2. Further, the good is what all things desire But all

things do not desire God, because all things do not know
Him

;
and nothing is desired unless it is known. Therefore to

be good does not belong to God.

On the contrary}
It is written {Lam. iii. 25)

:

The Lord is

good to them that hope tn Him
,
to the soul that seeketh Him.

I answer that
,
To be good belongs pre-emmently to God,

For a thing is good according to its desirableness. Now every-

thing seeks after its own perfection, and the perfection and
form of an effect consist in a certain likeness to the agent,

since every agent makes its like, and hence the agent itself

is desirable and has the nature of good. For the very thing

which is desirable in it is the participation of its likeness.

Therefore, since God is the first producing cause of all things,

it is manifest that the aspect of good and of desirableness be-

long to Him
;
and hence Dionysius attributes good to God as

to the first efficient cause, saying that God is called good as

by Whom all things subsist 1

lDe Div , Norn, 4 (PG 3, 700)
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Reply Obj 1. To have limit, species and order belongs to

the essence of caused good; but good is in God as in its cause,

and hence it belongs to Him to impose limit, species and
order on others, wherefore these three things are in God as

in their cause.

Reply Ob]. 2. All things, by desiring their own perfection,

desire God Himself, inasmuch as the perfections of all things

are so many similitudes of the divine being, as appears from

what is said above 2 And so of those beings which desire God,

some know Him as He is in Himself, and this is proper to a

rational creature; others know some participation of His

goodness, and this belongs also to sensible knowledge; and

others have a natural desire without knowledge, as being

directed to their ends by a higher knower.

Second Article

WHETHER GOD IS THE HIGHEST GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article *

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the highest good. For

the highest good adds something to good, or otherwise it

would belong to every good. But everything which is an addi-

tion to anything else is a composite thing: therefore the high-

est: good is composite But God is supremely simple, as was

shown above.3 Therefore God is not the highest good

Obj . 2. Further, Good is what all desire, as the Philosopher

says.
4 Now what all desire is nothing but God, Who is the

end of all things, therefore there is no other good but God.

This appears also from what is said {Luke xviii. 19) : None

is good but God alone . But we use the word highest in com-

parison with others, as, e.g the highest hot thing is used in

comparison with all other hot things. Therefore God cannot

be called the highest good.

Obj. 3 Further, highest implies comparison. But things

not in the same genus are not comparable; as sweetness is not

properly called greater or less than a line. Therefore, since

God is not in the same genus as other good things, as appears

above,5
it seems that God cannot be called the highest good

in relation to them.

a
Q. 4, a. 3

3 Q 3, a. 7- 1 ( I094a 3)
B
Q- 3, a.

5; q- 4j
a. 3‘
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On the contrary
,
Augustine says that the Trinity of the

divine persons is the highest good, discerned by purified

minds?
I answer that

,
God is the highest good absolutely, and not

only in any genus or order of things. For good is attributed to

God, as was said, inasmuch as all desired perfections flow

from Him as from the first cause. They do not, however, flow

from Him as from a univocal agent, as was shown above,7

but as from an agent that does not agree with its effects

either in species or genus. Now the likeness of an effect in

the univocal cause is found uniformly; but in the equivocal

cause it is found more excellently, as heat is in the sun more
excellently than it is in fire. Therefore as good is in God as

in the first, but not the univocal, cause of all things, it must
be in Him in a most excellent way; and therefore He is called

the highest good.

Reply Ob 1 The highest good does not add to good any
absolute thing, but only a relation. Now a relation, by which
something is said of God relatively to creatures, is not really

in God, but in (.he creature, for it is in God in our idea only.

In the same way, what is knowable is so called with relation

to knowledge, not that it depends on knowledge, but because

knowledge depends on it. Thus it is not necessary that there

should be composition in the highest good, but only that

other things be deficient in comparison with it.

Reply Ob). 2. When we say that good is what all desire

,

it is not to be understood that every kind of good thing is

desired by all, but that whatever is desired has the nature of

good. And when it is said, None is good but God alone

,

this

is to be understood of the essentially good, as will be ex-

plained.8

Reply Obj. 3. Things not of the same genus are in no way
comparable to each other if they are in diverse genera. Now
we say that God is not in the same genus with other good
things. This does not mean that He is in any other genus, but
that He is outside genus, and is the principle of every genus.

Thus He is compared to others by excess, and it is this kind
®f comparison that the highest good implies.

8 De Trin.j I, 2 (PL 42, 822).
7
Q. 4, a. 2 and 3.

8 A. 3.
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Third Article

WHETHER TO BE ESSENTIALLY GOOD BELONGS TO GOD
ALONE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article'—
Objection i. It seems that to be essentially good does not

belong to God alone For as one is convertible with being, so

is good,
as we said above.9 But every being is one essentially,

as appears from the Philosopher.10 Therefore every being is

good essentially.

Obj . 2. Further, if good is what all things desire, since be-

ing itself is desired by all, then the being of each thing is its

good. But everything is a being essentially: therefore every

being is good essentially.

Obj. 3. Further, everything is good by its own goodness.

Therefore if there is anything which is not good essentially,

it is necessary to say that its goodness is not its own essence.

Therefore its goodness, since it is a being, must be good; and
if it is good by some other goodness, the same question ap-

plies to that goodness also. Therefore we must either proceed

to infinity, or come to some goodness which is not good by
any other goodness. Therefore the first supposition holds

good. Therefore everything is good essentially.

On the contrary, Boethius says that all things but God
are good by participation,

n Therefore they are not good

essentially.

I answer that, God alone is good essentially. For every-

thing is called good according to its perfection. Now perfec-

tion in a thing is threefold: first, according to the constitu-

tion of its own being, secondly, in respect of any accidents

being added as necessary for its perfect operation; thirdly,

perfection consists in the attaining to something else as the

end. Thus, for instance, the first perfection of fire consists

in its being, which it has through its own substantial form;

its secondary perfection consists in heat, lightness and dry-

ness, and the like, its third perfection is to rest in its own
place. This triple perfection belongs to no creature by its own
essence; it belongs to God only, Whose essence alone is His

being, in Whom there are no accidents, since whatever be-

9
Q. 5, a. 1.

30Metaph HE, 2 (1003b 32).
21 De Eebdom. (PI

64* 1313).
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longs to others accidentally belongs to Him essentially e.g.,

to be powerful, wise, and the like, as appears from what is

stated above.12 Furthermore, He is not directed to anything

else as to an end, but is Himself the last end of all things.

Hence it is manifest that God alone has eveiy kind of per-

fection by His own essence, and therefore He alone is good

essentially.

Reply Ob j. 1. One does not include the idea of perfection,

but only of indivision, which belongs to everything according

to its own essence. Now the essences of simple things are

undivided both actually and potentially, but the essences of

composite things are undivided only actually; and therefore

everything must be one essentially, but not good essentially,

as was shown above.

Reply Obj. 2. Although everything is good in that it has

being, yet the essence of a creature is not being itself, and
therefore it does not follow that a creature is good essentially.

Reply Ob], 3. The goodness of a creature is not its very

essence, but something superadded; it is either its being, or

some added perfection, or the order to its end. Still, the good-

ness itself thus added is called good, just as it is called being.

But it is called being because by it something has being, not

because it itself has, being through something else. Hence it

is called good because by it something is good, and not be-

cause it itself has some other goodness whereby it is good.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ALL THINGS ARE GOOD BY THE DIVINE

GOODNESS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that all things are good by the divine

goodness. For Augustine says: This and that are good. Take
away this and that, and see good itself if thou canst; and so

thou shalt see Godr good not by any other good, bud the good
of every goodP But everything is good by its own good:
therefore everything is good by that very good which is God.

Obj

.

2. Further, as Boethius says,14 all things are called

33
Q. 3, a. 6 .

13 De Trin, VIII, 3 (PL 42, 949).
u De Hebdom.

(PL 64, 131?)-
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good according as they are directed to God, and this is by
reason of the divine goodness; therefore all things are good
by the divine goodness.

On the contrary

,

All things are good inasmuch as they
have being. But they are not called beings through the divine
being, but through their own being; therefore all things are
not good by the divine goodness, but by their own goodness.

/ answer that, As regards relative things, we may admit ex-
trinsic denomination. Thus, a thing is denominated placed
from place

,

and measured from measure. But as regards what
is said absolutely, opinions differ. Plato held the separate
existence of the essences of all things, and that individuals
were denominated by them as participating in the separate
essences; for instance, that Socrates is called man according
to the separate Form of man .

16 Now just as he laid down
separate Forms of man and horse which he called absolute
man and absolute horse

,

16 so likewise he laid down separate
Forms of being and of one

y and these he called absolute being
and absolute oneness

,

17 and by participation in these every-
thing was called being or one , What was thus absolute being
and absolute one, he said was the highest good 18 And be-
cause good is convertible with being, as is also one, he called
the absolute good God

,

19 from whom all things are called
good by way of participation .

20

Although this opinion appears to be unreasonable in af-

firming that there are separate forms of natural things sub-
sisting of themselves—as Aristotle argues in many ways21—
still, it is absolutely true that there is something first which
is essentially being and essentially good, which we call God,
as appears from what is shown above 22 Aristotle agrees with
this .

23 Hence from the first being, essentially being and good,
everything can be called good and a being inasmuch as it par-
ticipates in the first being by way of a certain assimilation,

15
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph , I, 6 (987b 7) ;

St. Augustine, Lib. 83
Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 30)

10
Aristotle, Metaph II, 2 (997b 8).

17 Op. cit.y II, 4 (999b 26).
18 Cf Anstotle, Eth I, 6 (1096a 23);

Macrobius, In Somn. Scipion., I, 2 (p 482) “St Augustine, De
Civit Dei VIII, 8 (PL 41, 233) ,

Plato, Republic

,

VI (p 508c)
20

Cf. St Augustine, De Trin., VIII, 3 (PL 42, 949) ;
St Albert, hi

Eth., I, tr 3, ch 13 (VII, 76).
a Metaph

,

I, 9 (990a 33) ; VI, 7-8

(1031a 15) ;
Eth

,

I, 6 (1096a n). 2,a 3.
23 Metaph

,

la. 1

(993b 24) ;
cf, above, q 2, a. 3.
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although distantly and defectively, as appears from the

above .

24

Everything is therefore called good from the divine good-
hess, as from the first exemplary, effective and final principle

of all goodness. Nevertheless, everything is called good by
reason of the likeness of the divine goodness belonging to it,

which is formally its own goodness, whereby it is denomi-
nated good. And so of all things there is one goodness, and
yet many goodnesses.

This is a sufficient Reply to the Objections.

"Q* 4 ,
a 3 .



Question VII

THE INFINITY OF GOD

(In Four Articles)

After considering the divine perfection, we must consider

God’s infinity, and His existence in things; 1 for God is said

to be everywhere, and in all things, inasmuch as He is bound-

less and infinite.

Concerning the first, there are four points of inquiry: (i)

Whether God is infinite? (2) Whether anything besides Him
is infinite in essence? (3) Whether anything can be infinite

in magnitude? (4) Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

First Article

WHETHER GOD IS INFINITE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not infinite. For every-

thing infinite is imperfect, as the Philosopher says, because

it has parts and matter, as is said in Physics iii.
2 But God is

most perfect: therefore He is not infinite.

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher,3 finite and

infinite belong to quantity. But there is no quantity in God,

for He is not a body, as was shown above.4 Therefore it do\aj

not belong to Him to be infinite.

Obj . 3. Further, what is here in such a way as not to b 3

elsewhere is finite according to place. Therefore, that which

is this thing in such a way as not to be another thing is finite

according to substance. But God is this, and not another; fon‘

He is not a stone or wood. Therefore God is not infinite in

substance.

On the contrary

,

Damascene says that God is infinite and

eternal and boundless .
5

I answer that, All the ancient philosophers attribute in*,

finitude to the first principle

,

as it is said,
6 and this with rea

*

1
Q. 8.

a Aristotle, Phys Ill, 6 (207a 27)
8 Op cit

,

I, 2 (185b

2). *Q 3, a 1.
5De Fide Orth, I, 4 (PG 94, 800).

6
Aris-

totle, Phys,, HE, 4 (203a 1).
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son
;

7 for they considered that things flow forth infinitely

from the first principle. But because some erred concerning

the nature of the first principle, as a consequence they erred

also concerning its infinity. For they asserted that matter

was the first principle; 8 and consequently they attributed to

the first principle a material infinity, asserting that some
infinite body was the first principle of things.

We must consider therefore that a thing is called infinite

because it is not finite. Now matter is in a way made finite by
form, and the form by matter. Matter is made finite by form

inasmuch as matter, before it receives its form, is in poten-

tiality to many forms, but on receiving a form, it is termi-

nated by that one. Again, form is made finite by matter inas-

much as foim, considered in itself, is common to many; but

when received in matter, the form is determined to this one
particular thing. Now matter is perfected by the form by
which it is made finite, and therefore infinity as attributed

to matter has the nature of something imperfect, for it is as

it were formless matter. On the other hand, form is not made
perfect by matter, but rather is contracted by matter

,
and

hence the infinite, regarded on the part of the form not de-

termined by matter, has the nature of something perfect.

Now being is the most formal of all things, as appears from
the above.0 Since therefore the divine being is not a being

received in anything, but God is His own subsistent being (as

was shown above10
), it is clear that God Himself is infinite

and perfect.

From this appears the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply Obj. 2. The term of quantity is, as it were, its form,

and this can be seen in the fact that a figure which consists in

the termination of quantity is a kind of quantitative form.

Hence the infinite of quantity is in the order of matter, and
such a kind of infinite cannot be attributed to God, as was
said above.

Reply Obj. 3. The fact that the being of God is self-sub-

sisting, not received in any othei, and is thus called infinite,

shows God to be distinguished from all other beings, and all

others to be apart from Him; much as, were there such a

thing as a self-subsisting whiteness, the very fact that it did

** Ibid. (203b 4).
s
Aristotle, Metaph,, 3 (983b 6). °Q. 4, a.

3s a. 4
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not exist in anything else would make it distinct from every
other whiteness existing in a subject.

Second Article

WHETHER ANYTHING BUT GOD CAN BE ESSENTIALLY
INFINITE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection i. It seems that something else besides God can
be essentially infinite For the power of anything is propor-

tioned to its essence. Now if the essence of God is infinite,

His power must also be infinite. Therefore He can produce
an infinite effect, since the extent of a power is known by its

effect.

Obj. 2 Further, whatever has infinite power has an infinite

essence. Now the created intellect has an infinite power, for

it apprehends the universal, which can extend itself to an
infinitude of singulars Therefore every created intellectual

substance is infinite.

Obj. 3 Further, primary matter is something other than

God, as was shown above 11 But primary matter is infinite.

Therefore something besides God can be infinite.

On the contrary

,

The infinite cannot be from some prin-

ciple, as is said in Physics iii.
12 But everything outside God

is from God as from its first principle. Therefore nothing be^

sides God can be infinite.

I answer that, Things other than God can be relatively in*

finite, but not absolutely infinite. For with regard to the in-

finite as applied to matter, it is manifest that everything

actually existing possesses a form; and thus its matter is de-

termined by form But because matter, considered as existing

under some substantial form, remains in potentiality to many
accidental forms, what is absolutely finite can be relatively

infinite. For example, wood is finite according to its own
form, but still it is relatively infinite inasmuch as it is in po

tentiality to an infinite number of shapes. But if we speak of

the infinite in reference to form, it is manifest that those

things, the forms of which are in matter, are absolutely finite,

and in no way infinite. If, however, any created forms are not

received into matter, but are self-subsisting, as some think to

31
Q. a. 8. “Aristotle, Phyv III, 4 (203b 7).
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be the case with the angels,13 these will be relatively infinite,

inasmuch as such forms are not terminated, nor contracted,

by any matter. But because a created form thus subsisting

has being, and yet is not its own being, it follows that its be-

ing is received and contracted to a determinate nature. Hence
it cannot be absolutely infinite.

Reply Ob). i. It is against the nature of a produced thing

for its essence to be its being, because subsisting being is not

a created being; and hence it is against the nature of a pro-

duced thing to be absolutely infinite Therefore, as God, al-

though He has infinite power, cannot make a thing to be not

made (for this would imply that two contradictories are true

at the same time), so likewise He cannot make anything to

be absolutely infinite.

Reply Obj . 2. The reason why the power of the intellect in

a way extends itself to an infinity of things is that the intel-

lect is a form not in matter; but it is either wholly separated

from matter, as are angelic substances, or at least there is he
separation of an intellectual power, which is not the act of

any organ, in the intellectual soul joined to a body.

Reply Obj. 3. Primary matter does not exist by itself in

nature, since h is not actual being, but only potential. Hence
it is something concreated rather than created. Nevertheless,

primary matter even as a potentiality is not absolutely in-

finite, but relatively, because its potentiality extends only to

natural forms.

Third Article

WHETHER AN ACTUALLY INFINITE MAGNITUDE CAN EXIST?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that there can be something actually

infinite in magnitude. For in mathematics there is no error,

since there is no lie in things abstract, as the Philosopher

says.14 But mathematics uses the infinite in magnitude, and
thus, the geometrician in his demonstrations says, Let this

line be infinite. Therefore it is not impossible for a thing to

be infinite in magnitude.

Obj. 2. Further, what is not against the nature of anything
can agree with it. Now to be infinite is not against the nature

13
Cf. below, q. 50, a. 2.

u
Aristotle, Phys, n, 2 (193b 35).
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t)f magnitude, but rather both the finite and the infinite seem
to be attributes of quantity. Therefore it is not impossible

for some magnitude to be infinite.

Ob]. 3 Further, magnitude is infinitely divisible, for the

continuous is defined as that which is infinitely divisible

,

as is

clear from Physics lii
15 But contraries are concerned about

one and the same thing. Since; therefore, addition is opposed
to division, and increase is opposed to diminution, it appears

that magnitude can be increased to infinity. Therefore it is

possible for magnitude to be infinite.

Obj . 4. Further, movement and time have quantity and
continuity derived from the magnitude over which movement
passes, as it is said in Physics iv.

16 But it is not against the

nature of time and movement to be infinite, since every de-

terminate indivisible m time and circular movement is both

a beginning and an end. Therefore neither is it against the

nature of magnitude to be infinite.

On the contrary, Every body has a surface. But every

body which has a surface is finite, because surface is the term
of a finite body. Therefore all bodies are finite The same ap-

plies also to surface and to a line. Therefore nothing is in

finite in magnitude.

I answer that

,

It is one thing to be infinite in essence, and
another to be infinite in magnitude. For granted that there

exists a body which is infinite in magnitude, as fire or air, yet

this would not be infinite in essence, because its essence

would be terminated m a species by its form, and confined to

some individual by matter. And so, assuming from what has

preceded that no creature is infinite in essence, it still re-

mains to inquire whether any creature can be infinite in

magnitude.

We must therefore observe that a body, which is a com'

plete magnitude, can be considered in two ways: mathe*

matically

,

in which case we consider its quantity only; and

naturally, in which case we consider its matter and form.

Now it is manifest that a natural body cannot be actually

infinite. For every natural body has some determined sub'

stantial form Therefore, since accidents follow upon the sub-

stantial form, it is necessary that determinate accidents

should follow upon a determinate form; and among thes$

“ Op. cit., Ill, x (200b 20).
10 Op. cit., IV, xi (219a 12).
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accidents is quantity. So every natural body has a greater or

smaller determinate quantity. Hence it is impossible for a

natural body to be infinite. The same appears from move-

ment, because every natural body has some natural move-

ment, whereas an infinite body could not have any natural

movement. It cannot have one in a straight line, because

nothing moves naturally by such a movement unless it is out

of its place; and this could not happen to an infinite body,

for it would occupy every place, and thus every place would

be indifferently its own place Neither could it move circu-

larly, since circular motion requires that one part of the body
be necessarily transferred to a place which had been occu-

pied by another part, and this could not happen as regards

an infinite circular body: for if two lines be drawn from the

center, the farther they extend from the center, the farther

they are from each other, and therefore, if a body were in-

finite, the lines would be infinitely distant from each other,

and thus one could never occupy the place belonging to the

other.

The same applies to a mathematical body For if we im-

agine a mathematical body actually existing, we must im-

agine it under some form, because nothing is actual except

by its form. Hence, since the form of quantity as such is

figure, such a body must have some figure. It would therefore

be finite, for figure is confined by a term or boundary.
Reply Ob], 1. A geometrician does not need to assume that

a given line is actually infinite* he needs to take some actu-

ally finite line, from which he can subtract whatever he finds

necessary; which line he calls infinite.

Reply Ob}. 2. Although the infinite is not against the na-

ture of magnitude in general, it is against the nature of any
species of it. Thus, for instance, it is against the nature of

a bicubical or tricubical magnitude, whether circular or tri-

angular, and so on. Now what is not possible in any species

cannot exist in the genus, and hence there cannot be any in-

finite magnitude, since no species of magnitude is infinite.

Reply Obj . 3. The infinite in quantity, as was shown
above, belongs to matter. Now by division of the whole we
approach to matter, since parts are as matter

,
but by addi-

tion we approach to the whole which is as a form. Therefore,

the infinite is not found in the addition of magnitude, but
wily in division.
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Reply Obj. 4. Movement and time are not actual as

wholes, but successively, and hence they have potentiality

mixed with actuality. But magnitude is an actual whole, and
therefore the infinite in quantity refers to matter, and does

not agree with the totality of magnitude; yet it agrees with

the totality of time or movement: for to be in potentiality

befits matter.

Fourth Article

WHETHER AN INFINITE MULTITUDE CAN EXIST?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *

—

Objection 1. It seems that an actually infinite multitude is

possible. For it is not impossible for a potentiality to be made
actual. But number can be multiplied to infinity. Therefore

it is possible for an infinite multitude actually to exist.

Ob). 2. Further, it is possible for any individual of any
species to be actual. But the species of figures are infinite.

Therefore an infinite number of actual figures is possible.

Ob). 3. Further, things not opposed to each other do not

obstruct each other. But supposing a multitude of things to

exist, there can still be many others not opposed to them.

Therefore it is not impossible for others also to coexist with

them, and so on to infinitude. Therefore an actual infinite

number of things is possible

On the contrary

,

It is written, Thou hast ordered all things

in measure
,
and number and weight (Wis. xi. 21).

I answer that
,
A twofold opinion has obtained on this sub-

ject. Some, as Avicenna and Algazel,17 said that it was im-

possible for an absolutely infinite multitude to exist actually
,

but that an accidentally infinite multitude was not impos-

sible A multitude is said to be infinite absolutely ,
when an

infinite multitude is necessary that something may exist .

Now this is impossible, because it would mean that some-

thing is dependent on an infinity for its existence; and hence

its generation would never be accomplished, because it is

impossible to traverse what is infinite

A multitude is said to be accidentally infinite when its

existence as such is not necessary, but accidental. This can

be shown, for example, in the work of an artisan requiring a

17
Cf. Averroes, Destruct. Destruct I (IX, i2vab).
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certain absolute multitude, namely, art in the soul, the move-
ment of the hand, and a hammer; and supposing that such

things were infinitely multiplied, the work would never be

finished, since it would depend on an infinite number of

causes. But the multitude of hammers, which results when
one hammer is broken and is replaced by another, is an acci-

dental multitude; for it happens by accident that many ham-
mers are used, and it matters little whether one or two, or

many are used, or an infinite number, if the work is carried

on for an infinite time. In this way they said that there can

be actually an accidentally infinite multitude.

This, however, is impossible, since evety kind of multitude

must belong to a species of multitude. Now the species of

multitude are to be reckoned by the species of numbers. But
no species of number is infinite, for every number is multi-

tude measured by one. Hence it is impossible that there be
an actually infinite multitude, either absolutely or acci-

dentally. Furthermore, multitude in the world is created, and
everything created is comprehended under some definite in-

tention of the Creator; for no agent acts aimlessly. Hence
everything created must be comprehended under a certain

number. Therefore it is impossible for an actually infinite

multitude to exist, even accidentally.

But a potentially infinite multitude is possible, because the

increase of multitude follows upon the division of a magni-
tude, since the more a thing is divided, the greater number
of things result. Hence, just as the infinite is to be found
potentially in the division of the continuous, because we thus

approach matter, as was shown above, in the same way the

infinite can also be found potentially in the addition of multi-

tude.

Reply Obj. 1. Whatever exists potentially is made actual

according to its mode of being For instance, a day is reduced
to act successively, and not all at once. Likewise the infinite

in multitude is reduced to act successively, and not all at

once, because every multitude can be succeeded by another
multitude to infinity.

Reply Obj. 2. Species of figures are infinite by the infini-

tude of number. Now there are various species of figures,

such as trilateral, quadrilateral and so on; and as an infi-

nitely numerable multitude is not all at once reduced to act,

§0 neither is the multitude of figures



<). 7 - Art. 4 THE INFINITY OF GOD 61

Reply Obj, 3. Although the supposition of some things

does not preclude the supposition of others, still the supposi-

tion of an infinite number is opposed to any single species of

multitude. Hence it is not possible for any actually infinite

multitude to exist.



Question XI

THE UNITY OF GOD

(In Four Articles)

After the foregoing, we consider the divine unity, concern-

ing which there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether one

adds anything to being ? (2) Whether one and many are op-

posed to each other? (3) Whether God is one? (4) Whether

He is in the highest degree one?

First Article

WHETHER ONE ADDS ANYTHING TO BEING?

We proceed thus to the First Article —
Objection 1. It seems that one adds something to being .

For everything is m a determinate genus by addition to be-

ing, which encompasses all genera. But one is in a determi-

nate genus, for it is the principle of number, which is a spe-

cies of quantity Therefore one adds something to being

.

Obj. 2. Further, that which divides something common is

by addition to it. But being is divided by one and by many .

Therefore one adds something to being .

Obj. 3. Further, if one does not add to being, one and being

must have the same meaning. But it would be nugatory to

call being by the name of being: therefore it would be equally

so to call being one. Now this is false. Therefore one adds
something to being.

On the contrary

,

Dionysius says: Nothing which exists is

not in some way one
,

1 which would be false if one were an
addition to being, in the sense of limiting it. Therefore one

is not an addition to being.

I answer that, One does not add any reality to being, but
is only the negation of division; for one means undivided

being. This is the very reason why one is convertible with
being. For every being is either simple or composite. But
what is simple is undivided, both actually and potentially;

whereas what is composite has not being while its parts are

divided, but after they make up and compose it. Hence it is

1 De Div. Nom., V, 2 (PG 3, 977)

.
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manifest that the being of anything consists in indivisiori

;

and hence it is that everything guards its unity as it guards
its being.

Reply Obj. i. Some, thinking that the one convertible with
being is the same as the one which is the principle of number,
were divided into contrary opinions Pythagoras and Plato,

seeing that the one convertible with being did not add any
reality to being

,

but signified the substance of being as undi-

vided, thought that the same applied to the one which is the
principle of number.2 And because number is composed of

unities, they thought that numbers were the substances of all

things. Avicenna, however, on the contrary, considering that

the one which is the principle of number added a reality to

the substance of being (otherwise number made of unities

would not be a species of quantity), thought that the one
convertible with being added a reality to the substance of be-

ings; as white adds to man 3 This, however, is manifestly

false, inasmuch as each thing is one by its substance. For if

a thing were one by anything else but by its substance, since

this again would be one, supposing it were again one by an
other thing, we should be driven on to infinity. Hence we
must adhere to the former statement; therefore we must say

that the one which is convertible with being does not add a

reality to being; but that the one which is the principle of

number does add a reality to being

,

belonging to the genus of

quantity.

Reply Obj. 2. There is nothing to prevent a thing, which ir

one way is divided, from being in another way undivided, a*

what is divided in number may be undivided in species; thus

it may be that a thing is in one way one
,
and in another way

many . Still, if it is absolutely undivided, either because it is

so according to what belongs to its essence (though it may be
divided as regards what is outside its essence, as what is one
in subject may have many accidents), or because it is undi-

vided actually, and divided potentially (as what is one in

the whole, and is many in its parts)
,
in which case a thing

will be one absolutely, and many accidentally. On the other

hand, if it be undivided accidentally, and divided absolutely,

as if it were divided in essence and undivided in idea or in

,

2
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph , I, 5 (987a 13; a 19) ;

I, 6 (987b 23).—Cf

also St. Thomas, In Metaph., I lect. 7 and 8.
8 Metaph., Ill, *

(791:).—Cf. also Averroes, Destruct, Destruct^ HI (IX, 251a).
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principle or cause, it will be many absolutely, and one acci-

dentally; as what are many in number, and one m species, or

one in principle This is the way in which being is divided by
one and by many) as it were by one absolutely, and by many
accidentally. For multitude itself would not be contained un-

der being unless it were in some way contained under one .

Thus Dionysius says that there is no kind of multitude that

is not in a way one. But what are many in their parts are one

in their whole; and what are many in accidents are one in

subject; and what are many in number are one in species;

and what are many in species are one in genus; and what are

many in processions are one in principled

Reply Obj. 3. It does not follow that it is nugatory to say

being is one

,

since one adds something to being logically.

Second Article

Whether one and many are opposed to each other?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that one and many are not mutually

apposed. For no opposite is predicated of its opposite. But
every multitude is in a certain way one

,

as appears from the

preceding article. Therefore one is not opposed to multitude .

Obj. 2. Further, no opposite is constituted by its opposite.

But multitude is constituted by one . Therefore it is not op-

posed to multitude.

Obj

.

3. Further, each thing has one opposite. But the op-

Dosite of many is few. Therefore, the opposite is not one.

Obj

.

4. Further, if one is opposed to multitude, it is op-

posed as the undivided is to the divided, and is thus opposed
to it as privation is to habit. But this appears to be incon-

gruous, because it would follow that one comes after multi-

tude, and is defined by it, whereas, on the contrary, multi-

tude is defined by one Hence there would be a vicious circle

in the definition; which is inadmissible. Therefore one and
many are not opposed.

On the contrary, Things which are opposed in idea are

themselves opposed to each other. But the idea of one con-
sists in indivisibility; and the idea of multitude contains

division. Therefore one and many are opposed to each other,

lDe Div . Norn

,

XUI, 2 (PG 3, 980),
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I answer that
, One is opposed to many

,

but in various

ways. The one which is the principle of number is opposed to

multitude which is number as the measure is to the thing

measured. For one implies the idea of a primary measure,
and number is multitude measured by one

,

as is clear from
Metaph. x .

5 But the one which is convertible with being is

opposed to multitude by way of privation; as the undivided
is to the divided.

Reply Obj. 1. No privation entirely takes away the being

of a thing, inasmuch as privation means negation in the sub-

ject, according to the Philosopher .

6 Nevertheless, every pri-

vation takes away some being
;
and so in being, by reason of its

community, the privation of being has its foundation in being;

which is not the case in privations of special forms, as of sight,

or of whiteness, and the like. And what applies to being ap-

plies also to one and to good, which are convertible with being,

for the privation of good is founded in some good; likewise the

removal of unity is founded in some one thing. Hence it hap-
pens that multitude is some one thing, and evil is some good
thing, and non-being is some kind of being. Nevertheless,

opposite is not predicated of opposite, since one is absolute

and the other is relative; for what is relatively being (i e., in

potency) is non-being absolutely, i.e., actually; or what is

being absolutely in the genus of substance is non-being rela-

tively as regards some accidental being. In the same way,
what is relatively good is absolutely bad, or vice versa

;
like-

wise, what is absolutely one is relatively many, and vice

versa .

Reply Obj. 2. A whole is twofold. In one sense it is homo-
geneous, composed of like parts, in another sense it is heter-

ogeneous, composed of dissimilar parts Now in every homo-
geneous whole, the whole is made up of parts having the form

of the whole, as, for instance, every part of water is water;

and such is the constitution of a continuous thing made up
of its parts. In every heterogeneous whole, however, every

part is wanting in the form belonging to the whole; as, for

instance, no part of a house is a house, nor is any part of man
a man. Now multitude is such a kind of whole. Therefore, in-

asmuch as its part has not the form of the multitude, the

latter is composed of unities, as a house is composed of no*
5
Aristotle, Metaph

,

IX, 1 (1052b 18); 6 (1057a 3). * Op. at*

III, 2 (1004a 15); cf Cat., X (12a 26).
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houses, not, indeed, as if unities constituted multitude so far

as they are undivided, in which way they are opposed to

multitude, but so far as they have being, as also the parts

of a house make up the house by the fact that they are be-

ings, not by the fact that they are not houses.

Reply Ob7. 3 Many is taken in two ways: absolutely, and

in that sense it is opposed to one; in another way, as import-

ing some kind of excess, in which sense it is opposed to few.

Hence, in the first sense two are many; but not in the second

sense.

Reply Obj . 4. One is opposed to many privatively, inas-

much as the idea of many involves division. Hence division

must be prior to unity, not absolutely in itself, but accord-

ing to our way of apprehension. For we apprehend simple

things by composite things, and hence we define a point to

be, what has no part

,

or the beginning of a line . Multitude

also, in idea, follows on one
)
because we do not understand

divided things to convey the idea of multitude except by the

fact that we attribute unity to every member. Hence one is

placed in the definition 0/ multitude
;
but multitude is not

placed in the definition of one . But division comes to be un-

derstood from the very negation of being: so what first comes
to the intellect is being; secondly, that this being is not that

being, and thus we apprehend division as a consequence;

thirdly, comes the notion of one; fourthly, the notion of

multitude.

Third Article

WHETHER GOD IS ONE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not one. For it is written,

For there be many gods and many lords ( 1 Cor . viii. 5)

.

Obj . 2. Further, one, as the principle of number, cannot

be predicated of God, since quantity is not predicated of

God; likewise, neither can one which is convertible with be-

ing be predicated of God, because it imports privation, and
every privation is an imperfection, which cannot apply to

God. Therefore God is not one.

On the contrary, It is written, Hear, 0 Israel, the Lord our

God is one Lord (Detit. vi. 4).

I answer that, It can be shown from three sources that God
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is one. First from His simplicity. For it is manifest that the

reason why any singular thing is this particular thing is

because it cannot be communicated to many, since that

whereby Socrates is a man can be communicated to many,
whereas what makes him this particular man is communi-
cable only to one. Therefore, if Socrates were a man by what
makes him to be this particulai man, as there cannot be

many Socrateses, so there could not m that way be many
men. Now this belongs to God alone, for God Himself is His

own nature, as was shown above .
7 Therefore, in the very

same way God is God and this God It is impossible therefore

that there should be many gods.

Secondly, this is proved from the infinity of His perfection.

For it was shown above that God comprehends in Himself

the whole perfection of being .

8
If, then, many gods existed}

they would necessarily differ from each other. Something,

therefore, would belong to one which did not belong to an-

other. And if this were a privation, one of them would not be

absolutely perfect; but if a perfection, one of them would be

without it. So it is impossible for many gods to exist. Hence
also the ancient philosophers, constrained as it were by truth,

when they asserted an infinite principle, asserted likewise

that there was only one such principle.

Thirdly, this is shown from the unity of the world. For all

things that exist are seen to be ordered to each other since

some serve others But things that are diverse do not come
together in the same order unless they are ordered thereto by
some one being. For many are reduced into one order by one

better than by many: because one is the per $e cause of one,

and many are only the accidental cause of one, inasmuch as

they are in some way one. Since, therefore, what is first is

most perfect, and is so per se and not accidentally, it must be

that the first which reduces all into one order should be only

one. And this is God.
Reply Obj. 1. Gods are called many by the error of some

who worshipped many deities, thinking as they did that the

planets and other stars were gods, and also the particular

parts of the world. Hence the Apostle adds: Our God is one,

etc. (i Cor . viii. 6 ).

Reply Obj. 2. One which is the principle of number is no*

Q* 3 ,
a- 3 . Q. 4, a. 2.
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predicated of God, but only of material things For one which

is the principle of number belongs to the genus of mathe-

matical, which are material in being, and abstracted from

matter only in idea. But one which is convertible with being

is something metaphysical and does not, in being, depend on

matter And although in God there is no privation, still, ac-

cording to the mode of our apprehension, He is known to us

by way only of privation and remotion. Thus there is no rea-

son why certain privative terms should not be predicated of

God, for instance, that He is incorporeal

,

and infinite
;
and in

the same way it is said of God that He is one.

Fourth Article

WHETHER GOD IS SUPREMELY ONE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection i. It seems that God is not supremely one For
one is so called from the privation of division. But privation

cannot be greater or less Therefore God is not more one

than other things which are called one.

Ob). 2. Further, nothing seems to be more indivisible than

what is actually and potentially indivisible, such as a point,

and unity. But a thing is said to be more one according as it

is indivisible. Therefore God is not more one than unity is

one and a point is one.

Obj. 3. Further, what is essentially good is supremely good
Therefore, what is essentially one is supremely one But
every being is essentially one, as the Philosopher says 0

Therefore, every being is supremely one
;
and therefore God

is not one more than any other being is one

.

On the contrary

,

Bernard says* Among all things called

one, the unity of the Divine Trinity holds the first place

.

10

I answer that, Since one is an undivided being, if anything

is supremely one it must be supremely being and supremely
undivided. Now both of these belong to God, For He is su-

premely being inasmuch as His being is not determined by
any nature to which it is adjoined; since He is being itself,

subsistent, absolutely undetermined. And He is supremely
undivided inasmuch as He is divided neither actually nor po-

9 Metaph., m, 2 (1003b 32).

799)-

™De Consider., V, 8 (PL 182.
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tentially by any mode of division; since He is altogether sim-
ple, as was shown above.11 Hence it is manifest that God is

one in the supreme degree.

Reply Obj. 1. Although privation considered in itself is not
susceptive of more or less, still according as its opposite is

subject to more and less, privation also can be predicated ac-
cording to more and less Therefore, according as a thing is

more or less or not at all divided or divisible, in that degree it

is called more, or less, or supremely, one .

Reply Obj . 2 . A point and unity, which is the principle of
number, are not supremely being, inasmuch as they have
being only in some subject. Hence neither of them can be
supremely one . For as a subject cannot be supremely one be*
cause of the diversity of accident and subject, so neither can
an accident.

Reply Obj . 3. Although every being is one by its substance,
still every substance is not equally the cause of unity; for the
substance of some things is composite, and of others not.

11
Q. 3, a. 7.



Question XII

HOW GOD IS KNOWN BY US

{In Thirteen Articles)

As hitherto we have considered God as He is in Himself,

we now go on to consider how He is in our knowledge, that

is, how He is known by creatures. Concerning this there are

thirteen points of inquiry, (i) Whether any created intellect

can see the essence of God? (2) Whether the essence of God
is seen by the intellect through any created species? (3)

Whether the essence of God can be seen by the corporeal

eye? (4) Whether any created intellectual substance is suf-

ficient by its own natural powers to see the essence of God?

(5) Whether the created intellect needs any created light in

order to see the essence of God? (6) Whether, of those who
see the essence of God, one sees it more perfectly than an-

other? (7) Whether any created intellect can comprehend
the essence of God? (8) Whether a created intellect, seeing

the essence of God, knows all things in it? (9) Whether what
is there known is known by any likenesses? (10) Whether
the created intellect knows all at once what it sees in God?
(n) Whether in the state of this life any man can see the

essence of God? (12) Whether by natural reason we can
know God in this life? (13) Whether there is in this life any
knowledge of God through grace above the knowledge of

natural reason?

First Article

whether any created intellect can see the
ESSENCE OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that no created intellect can see the

essence of God. For Chrysostom, commenting on John i. 18

{No man hath seen God at any time), says: Not prophets
only, but neither angels nor archangels have seen God. For
how can a creature see what is uncreatable?1 Dionysius also,

1 In Ioann,, hoxn. XV (PG $9, 98).

7P
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speaking of God, says* Neither is there sense
,
nor image, nor

opinion
,
nor reason

,

izor knowledge oj Him .

2

Ob] 2. Further, everything infinite, as such, is unknown.
But God is infinite, as was shown above.3 Therefore in Him-
self He is unknown.

Ob] 3 Further, the created intellect knows only existing

things For what falls first under the apprehension of the

intellect is being Now God is not something existing; but He
is rather super-existence, as Dionysius says 4 Therefore God
is not intelligible, but above all intellect.

Ob]. 4 Further, there must be some proportion between

the knower and the known, since the known is the perfection

of the knower. But no proportion exists between the created

intellect and God, for there is an infinite distance between

them. Therefore a created intellect cannot see the essence of

God.
On the contrary, It is wiitten: We shall see Him as He is

( i John iii. 2)

I answer that. Since everything is knowable according as

it is actual, God, Who is pure act without any admixture of

potentiality, is in Himself supremely knowable. But what is

supremely knowable in itself may not be knowable to a par-

ticular intellect, because of the excess of the intelligible ob-

ject above the intellect; as, for example, the sun, which is

supremely visible, cannot be seen by the bat by reason of its

excess of light.

Therefoie, some who considered this held that no created

intellect can see the essence of God.5 This opinion, however,

is not tenable. For the ultimate beatitude of man consists in

the use of his highest function, which is the operation of the

intellect. Hence, if we suppose that a created intellect could

never see God, it would either never attain to beatitude, or

its beatitude would consist in something else beside God,

which is opposed to faith. For the ultimate perfection of the

rational creature is to be found in that which is the source of

its being; since a thing is perfect so far as it attains to its

source Further, the same opinion is also against reason. For

there resides in every man a natural desire to know the cause

of any effect which he sees Thence arises wonder in men. But

*De Div. Nom, I, $ (PG 3, 593)
8
Q. 7, a 1

1 De Dw.Nom

,

IV, 3 (PG 3, 697)
6 Amaury of Bene, (text in G. C. Capelle,

Amaury de Bbne} p. 105 ).
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if the intellect of the rational creature could not attain to the

first cause of things, the natural desire would remain vain.

Hence it must be granted absolutely that the blessed see

the essence of God.
Reply Obj. 1. Both of these authorities speak of the vision

of comprehension. Hence Dionysius premises immediately

before the words cited, He is universally to all incomprehen~

sible
,

6
etc. Chrysostom, likewise, after the words quoted,

says* He says this 0} the most certain vision of the Father,

which is such a perfect consideration and comprehension as

the Father has of the Son T

Reply Ob). 2. The infinity of matter not made perfect by
form, is unknown in itself, because all knowledge is through

form; whereas the infinity of the form not limited by matter

is in itself supremely known. God is infinite in this way, and
not in the first way: as appears from what was said above.8

Reply Obj

.

3 God is not said to be not existing as if He
did not exist at all, but because He exists above all that ex-

ists, inasmuch as He is His own being. Hence it does not

follow that He cannot be known at all, but that He tran-

scends all knowledge; which means that He is not compre^

bended.

Reply Obj. 4. Proportion is twofold. In one sense it means
a certain relation of one quantity to another, according to

which double, treble and equal are species of proportion In

another sense, every relation of one thing to another is called

proportion. And in this sense there can be a proportion of

the creature to God, inasmuch as it is related to Him as the

effect to its cause, and as potentiality to act
,
and in this way

a created intellect can be proportioned to know God.

Second Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OE GOD IS SEEN BY A CREATED
INTELLECT THROUGH A LIKENESS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1

.

It seems that the essence of God is seen by the

created intellect through some likeness. For it is written: We
6De Div. Nont., I, 5 (PG 3> 593) •

7 In Ioann , horn. XV (PG 59,

99)*
8
Q. 7, a. 1
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know that when He shall appear
,
we shall be like to Him,

and we shall see Him as He is (1 John ni. 2).

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: When we know God,

some likeness of God comes to be m us 9

Ob). 3 Further, the intellect in act is the actual intelligi-

ble; as sense in act is the actual sensible But this comes
about inasmuch as the sense is informed with the likeness of

the sensible thing, and the intellect with the likeness of the

thing understood. Therefore
/

if God is seen actually by the

created intellect, it must be that He is seen through some
likeness.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says, that when the Apostle

says, ‘We see through a glass and in an enigma/ by the terms

‘glass’ and ‘enigma ’ certain likenesses are signified by him,

which are accommodated to an understanding of God 10 But

to see the essence of God is not an enigmatic or a reflected

vision, but is, on the contrary, of an opposite kind Therefore

the divine essence is not seen through likenesses

I answer that, Two things are required both for sensible

and for intellectual vision—viz
,
power of sight, and union

of the thing seen with the sight. For vision is made actual

only when the thing seen is in a certain way in the seer.

Now in corporeal things it is clear that the thing seen cannot

be by its essence in the seer, but only by its likeness, as the

likeness of a stone is in the eye, whereby the vision is made
actual, whereas the substance of the stone is not there. But

if the source of the visual power and the thing seen were one

and the same thing, it would necessarily follow that the seer

would possess both the visual power, and the form whereby

it sees, from that one same thing.

Now it is manifest both that God is the author of the in-

tellectual power and that He can be seen by the intellect.

And since the intellectual power of the creature is not the

essence of God, it follows that it is some kind of participated

likeness of Him Who is the first intellect. Hence also the in-

tellectual power of the creature is called an intelligible light,

as it were, derived from the first light, whether this be under-

stood of the natural power, or of some superadded perfection

of grace or of glory. Therefore, in order to see God, there is

9 De Trm., IX, xi (PL 42, 969).
10
Op. cit , XV, 9 (PL 42, 1069),
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needed some likeness of God on the part of the visual power,

whereby the intellect is made capable of seeing God, But
on the part of the thing seen, which must in some way be

united to the seer, the essence of God cannot be seen through

any created likeness. First, because, as Dionysius says, by

the likenesses of the inferior order of things
,
the superior can

in no way be known ,

11 as by the likeness of a body the es-

sence of an incorporeal thing cannot be known. Much less

therefore can the essence of God be seen through any created

species whatever. Secondly, because the essence of God is

His very being, as was shown above,12 which cannot be said

of any created fonn. Hence, no created form can be the like-

ness representing the essence of God to the seer. Thirdly,

because the divine essence is uncircumscribed, and contains

in itself supereminently whatever can be signified or under-

stood by a created intellect Now this cannot in any way be

represented by any created species, for every created form
is determined according to some aspect of wisdom, or of

power, or of being itself, or of some like thing Hence, to say

that God is seen through some likeness is to say that the

divine essence is not seen at all
;
which is false

Therefore it must be said that to see the essence of God
there is required some likeness in the visual power, namely,

the light of glory strengthening the intellect to see God,
which is spoken of in the Psalm (xxxv. 10) • In Thy light we
shall see light . The essence of God, however, cannot be seen

by any created likeness representing the divine essence as it

is in itself.

Reply Obj, 1. That authority speaks of the likeness which
is caused by participation in the light of glory.

Reply Obj, 2. Augustine there speaks of the knowledge of

God here on earth.13

Reply Obj . 3. The divine essence is being itself. Hence, as

other intelligible forms which are not their own being are

united to the intellect by means of some being whereby the

intellect itself is informed and made in act, so the divine es-

sence is united to the created intellect, as the object actually

understood, making the intellect in act through itself.

u DeDiv.Nom,1 , 1 (PG 3,s88;,
u Q.3,a.4. 13 De Trin., IX,

n (PL 42, 969).



Q. 12. Art. 3 HOW GOD IS KNOWN BY US 7$

Third Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF GOD CAN BE SEEN WITH
THE BODILY EYE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection i It seems that the essence of God can be seen

by the bodily eye. For it is written (Job xix. 26) In my
flesh 1 shall see . . , God, and {ibid, xlii 5), With the hear-

ing of the ear I have heard Thee, but now my eye seeth Thee.
Obj. 2 Further, Augustine says* Those eyes (namely, of

the glorified) will therefore have a greater power of sight,

not so much to see more keenly, as some report of the sight

of serpents or of eagles (for whatever acuteness of vision is

possessed by these creatures, they can see only corporeal

things), but to see even incorporeal things.1* Now whoever
can see incorporeal things, can be raised up to see God.
Therefore the glorified eye can see God.

Obj 3. Further, God can be seen by man through a vision

of the imagination For it is written: I saw the Lord sitting

upon a throne, etc. {Isa. vi. 1 ) . But an imaginary vision origi-

nates from sense; for imagination is a movement produced
by the sense in act 15 Therefore God can be seen by a vision

of sense.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says No one has ever seen

God as He is either in this life, or in the angelic life, in the

manner that visible things are seen by corporeal vision

.

16

I answer that, It is impossible for God to be seen by the

sense of sight, or by any other sense or power of the sensitive

part of the soul. For every such power is the act of a corpo-

real organ, as will be shown later. 17 Now act is proportioned

to the being whose act it is Hence no power of that kind can
go beyond corporeal things. But God is incorporeal, as was
shown above.18 Hence, He cannot be seen by the sense or the

imagination, but only by the intellect.

Reply Obj. 1. The words, In my flesh I shall see God my
Saviour, do not mean that God will be seen with the eye of

flesh, but that man existing in the flesh after the resurrection

u De Civil Dei, XXII, 29 (PL 41, 799).
35
Anstotle, De An., HI,

§ (429a 1). ™Epist. CXLVII, 11 (PL 33, 609).
17
Q. 78, a 1.

58
Q. 3, a. 1.
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will see God. Likewise the words, Now my eye seeth Thee

,

are to be understood of the mind’s eye, as the Apostle says:

May He give unto you the spirit oj wisdom ... in the

knowledge oj Him, that the eyes of your heart may be en-

lightened (Ephes . i. 17, 18).

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine speaks19 as one inquiring, and
conditionally. This appears from what preceded that remark:

Therefore they will have an altogether different power [viz.,

glorified eyes]
, if through it they shall see that incorporeal

nature; and afterwards he explains this, saying: It is very

credible that we shall so see the mundane bodies of the new
heavens and the new earth, as to see most clearly God every-

where present and governing all corporeal things; not as we
now see the invisible things of God as understood by what
is made, but as when we see men among whom we live, living

and exercising the functions of human life, we do not believe

they live, but see it. Hence it is evident that the glorified

eyes will see God in the way that now our eyes see the life

of another. But life is not seen with the bodily eye as a thing

in itself visible, but as the accidental object of the sense;

which indeed is not known by sense, but at once, together

with sense, by some other cognitive power. But that the

divine presence is known by the intellect immediately on
the sight of, and through corporeal things, happens from two
causes—-viz., from the perspicacity of the intellect, and from
the refulgence of the divine glory infused into the body after

its renovation.

Reply Obf 3. The essence of God is not seen in a vision

of the imagination, but the imagination receives some form
representing God according to some mode of likeness; as in

divine Scripture divine things are metaphorically described

by means of sensible things.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ANY CREATED INTELLECT BY ITS NATURAL
POWERS CAN SEE THE DIVINE ESSENCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that a created intellect can see the

divine essence by its own natural power. For Dionysius says:

39 De Civil. Dei, XXII, 29 (PL 41, 780).
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An angel is a pure mirror, most clear, receiving, if it is per-

missible to say so, the whole beauty of God?0 But the origi-

nal is seen when its reflection is seen Therefore, since an
angel understands himself by his natural power, it seems that

by his own natural power he understands the divme essence.

Obj. 2. Further, what is supremely visible is made less

visible to us by reason of our defective bodily or intellectual

sight. But the angelic intellect has no defect. Therefore, since

God is supremely intelligible in Himself, it seems that in like

manner He is supremely so to an angel. Therefore, if the

angel can understand other intelligible things by his own
natural power, all the more can he understand God.

Obj . 3. Further, bodily sense cannot be raised up to under^

stand incorporeal substance, since it is above its nature.

Therefore, if to see the essence of God is above the nature of

every created intellect, it follows that no created intellect

can reach the vision of the essence of God at all. But this is

false, as appears from what is said above. Therefore it seems
that it is natural for a created intellect to see the divine es-

sence.

On the contrary, It is written: The grace of God is life

everlasting {Rom. vi. 23) . But life everlasting consists in the

vision of the divine essence, according to the words: This is

eternal life, that they may know Thee the only true God, etc,

{Jo. xvii. 3). Therefore, to see the essence of God is possible

to the created intellect by grace, and not by nature.

I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect to

see the essence of God by its own natural power. For knowl-

edge takes place according as the thing known is in the

knower. But the thing known is in the knower according

to the mode of the knower. Hence the knowledge of every

knower is according to the mode of its own nature. If there-

fore the mode of being of a given thing exceeds the mode of

the knower, it must result that the knowledge of that thing

is above the nature of the knower. Now the mode of being of

things is manifold. For some things have being only in this

individual matter; such are all bodies. There are other beings

whose natures are themselves subsisting, not residing in mat-
ter at all, which, however, are not their own being, but re-

ceive it: and these are the incorporeal substances called an-

30 De Div. Nom, IV, 22 (PG 3, 724).
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gels. But to God alone does it belong to be His own subsistent

being.

Therefore, what exists only in individual matter we know
naturally, since our soul, through which we know, is the form

of some particular matter. Now our soul possesses two cogni-

tive powers. One is the act of a corporeal organ, which natu-

rally knows things existing in individual matter
,
hence sense

knows only the singular. But there is another kind of cogni-

tive power in the soul, called the intellect, and this is not the

act of any corporeal organ Theiefore the intellect naturally

knows natures which exist only in individual matter
;
not in-

deed as they are in such individual matter, but according as

they are abstracted therefrom by the consideration of the in-

tellect. Hence it follows that through the intellect we can

understand these things in a universal way; and this is be-

yond the power of sense. Now the angelic intellect naturally

knows natures that are not in matter, but this is beyond the

power of the intellect of the human soul in the state of its

present life, united as it is to the body
It follows, therefore, that to know self-subsistent being is

natural to the divine intellect alone, and that it is beyond
the natural power of any created intellect, for no creature is

its own being, since its being is participated. Therefore, a
created intellect cannot see the essence of God unless God by
His grace unites Himself to the created intellect, as an object

made intelligible to it

Refly Obj. 1. This mode of knowing God is natural to an
angel—namely, to know Him by His own likeness refulgent

m the angel himself. But to know God by any created like-

ness is not to know the essence of God, as was shown above.

Hence it does not follow that an angel can know the essence

of God by his own power.

Reply Obj . 2. The angelic intellect is not defective, if de-

fect be taken to mean privation, as if it were without any-
thing which it ought to have But if defect be taken nega-
tively, in that sense every creature is defective, when
compared with God, since it does not possess the excellence

which is in God.
Reply Obj . 3. The sense of sight, as being altogether ma-

terial, cannot be raised up to anything immaterial. But our
intellect, or the angelic intellect, inasmuch as it is elevated

above matter in its own nature, can be raised up above its
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own nature to a higher level by grace. An indication of this

is that sight cannot in any way know in abstraction what it

knows concretely; for in no way can it perceive a nature
except as this one particular nature

;
whereas our intellect is

able to consider in abstraction what it knows in concretion.

For although it knows things which have a form residing in

matter, still it resolves the composite into both elements, and
considers the form separately by itself. Likewise, also, the
intellect of an angel, although it naturally knows the being
concreted in any nature, still it is able to separate that being
by its intellect; since it knows that the thing itself is one
thing, and its being is another. Since therefore a created in-

tellect is naturally capable of apprehending the concreted
form and the concreted being in abstraction, by way of a
certain resolution, it can by grace be raised up to know sepa-
rate subsisting substance and separate subsisting being.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE CREATED INTELLECT NEEDS ANY CREATED
LIGHT IN ORDER TO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fijth Article '

—

Objection 1. It seems that the created intellect does not
need any created light in order to see the essence of God. For
what is of itself lucid in sensible things does not require any
other light in order to be seen. Therefore the same applies to

intelligible things. Now God is intelligible light [lux]. There-
fore He is not seen by the means of any created light

[lumen]

.

Obj. 2. Further, if God is seen through a medium, He is

not seen in His essence. But if seen by any created light,

He is seen through a medium. Therefore He is not seen in

His essence.

Ob) 3 Further, what is created can be natural to some
creature. Therefore, if the essence of God is seen through
any created light, such a light could be made natural to some
creature. And thus, that creature would not need any other
light to see God; which is impossible. Therefore it is not nec-

essary that every creature should require a superadded light

in order to see the essence of God.
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On the contrary
,
It is written: In Thy light we shall see

light (Ps. xxxv. 10).

I answer that
}
Everything which is raised up to what ex-

ceeds its nature must be prepared by some disposition above
its nature; as, for example, if air is to receive the form of

fire, it must be prepared by some disposition for such a form.

But when any created intellect sees the essence of God, the

essence of God itself becomes the intelligible form of the in-

tellect. Hence it is necessary that some supernatural disposi-

tion should be added to the intellect in order that it may be
raised up to such a great height. Now since the natural power
of the created intellect does not enable it to see the essence

of God, as was shown above, it is necessary that its power of

understanding should be increased by divine grace. Now this

increase of the intellectual powers is called the illumination

of the intellect, as we also call the intelligible itself by the

name of light or illumination. And this is the light spoken
of in the Apocalypse (xxi. 23): The glory 0} God hath en-

lightened it—viz., the society of the blessed who see God. By
this light the blessed are made deiform—that is, like to God,
according to the saying: When He shall appear we shall be
like to Him

,
and we shall see Him as He is ( 1 John iii 2).

Reply Obj . 1. A created light is necessary to see the es-

sence of God, not in order to make the essence of God intel-

ligible, which is of itself intelligible, but in order to enable

the intellect to understand in the same way as a habit makes
a power more able to act. In the same way, corporeal light

is necessary as regards external sight, inasmuch as it makes
the medium actually transparent, and susceptible of color.

Reply Obj . 2. This light is required to see the divine es-

sence, not as a likeness in which God is seen, but as a per-

fection of the intellect, strengthening it to see God. There-
fore it may be said that this light is not a medium in which
God is seen, but one by which He is seen; and such a medium
does not take away the immediate vision of God.

Reply Obj. 3, The disposition to the form of fire can be
natural only to the subject of that form. Hence the light of

glory cannot be natural to a creature unless the creature
were to have a divine nature; which is impossible. For by
this light the rational creature is made deiform, as was said
above.
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Sixth Article

WHETHER OF THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD,

ONE SEES MORE PERFECTLY THAN ANOTHER?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article —
Objection i. It seems that of those who see the essence of

God, one does not see more perfectly than another. For it is

written (i John iii. 2): We shall see Him as He is. But He
is only in one way. Therefore He will be seen by all in one
way only; and therefore He will not be seen more perfectly

by one«and less perfectly by another.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says that one person cannot
understand one and the same thing more perfectly than an-

other.21 But all who see God in His essence have an under*

standing of the divine essence; for God is seen by the intel-

lect and not by sense, as was shown above. Therefore of

those who see the divine essence, one does not see more
clearly than another.

Obj. 3. Further, That anything be seen more perfectly

than another can happen in two ways* either on the part of

the visible object, or on the part of the visual power of the

seer. On the part of the object, it may so happen because
the object is received more perfectly in the seer, that is, ac-

coiding to a more perfect likeness; but this does not apply
to the present question, for God is present to the intellect

seeing His essence not through any likeness, but through His
essence. It follows then that if one is to see Him more per-

fectly than another, this will happen according to a difference

in intellectual power. Thus it follows too that the one whoso
intellectual power is the higher will see Him the more clearly;

and this is incongruous, since equality with angels is prom-
ised to men as their beatitude

On the contrary
,
Eternal life consists in the vision of God,

according to John (xvii. 3): This is eternal hfe, that they
may know Thee the only true God

,
etc. Therefore, if all see

the essence of God equally in eternal life, all will be equal;

the contrary to which is declared by the Apostle: Star differs

from star in glory (1 Cor xv. 41).

21
Lib. 83 Quaest., q 32 (PL 40, 22).
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I answer that, Of those who see the essence of God, one

sees Him more perfectly than another. This does not take

place as if one had a more perfect likeness of God than an-

other, since that vision will not be through any likeness. But
it will take place because one intellect will have a greater

power or faculty to see God than another. The faculty of

seeing God, however, does not belong to the created intellect

naturally but through the light of glory, which establishes

the intellect in a kind of deijorrmty
,
as appears from what

is said above. Hence the intellect which has more of the light

of glory will see God the more perfectly. But he will have
a fuller participation of the light of glory who has more
charity, because where there is the greater charity, there is

the more desire, and desire in a certain manner makes the one
desiring apt and prepared to receive the object desired.

Hence he who possesses the more charity, will see God the

more perfectly, and will be the more beatified.

Reply Obj. 1. In the words, We shall see Him as He is, the

conjunction as determines the mode of vision on the part of

the object seen, so that the meaning is, we shall see Him to

be as He is, because we shall see His being, which is His
essence. But it does not determine the mode of vision on the

part of the one seeing; as if the meaning was that the mode
of seeing God will be as perfect as is the mode of God’s being.

Thus appears the answer to the Second Objection. For
when it is said that one intellect does not understand one and
the same thing better than another, this would be true if

referred to the mode of the thing understood, for whoever
understands it otherwise than it really is does not understand
it truly* But if it is referred to the mode of understanding,

then the statement is not true, for the understanding of one
is more perfect than the understanding of another.

Reply Obj . 3. The diversity of seeing will not arise because

of the object seen, for the same object will be presented to

all—-viz., the essence of God; nor will it arise from the di-

verse participation of the object through different likenesses;

but it will arise because of the diverse faculty of the intellect,

not, indeed, the natural faculty, but the glorified faculty, as

was said.
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Seventh Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD
COMPREHEND HIM?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article '

—

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the divine essence

comprehend God. For the Apostle says (Phil. iii. 12)

:

But l

follow after, if I may by any means comprehend . But the

Apostle did not follow in vain, for he himself said ( 1 Cor. ix.

26): I ... so run, not as at an uncertainty. Therefore he
comprehended

;
and in the same way others also, whom he

invites to do the same, saying: So run that you may com-
prehend.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: That is comprehended
which is so seen as a whole

,
that nothing of it is hidden from

the seer.22 But if God is seen in His essence, He is seen whole,

and nothing of Him is hidden from the seer, since God is

simple. Therefore, whoever sees His essence, comprehends
Him.

Obj. 3. Further, if it be said that He is seen as a whole,

but not wholly

,

it may be contrarily urged that wholly refers

either to the mode of the seer or to the mode of the thing

seen. But he who sees the essence of God sees Him wholly,

if the mode of the thing seen is considered, since he sees Him
as He is; so, too, he sees Him wholly if the mode of the seer

be meant, since the intellect will with its full power see the

divine essence. Therefore all who see the essence of God see

Him wholly; therefore they comprehend Him.
On the contrary, It is written: 0 most mighty, great, and

powerful, the Lord of hosts is Thy Name. Great m counsel,

and incomprehensible in thought (Jer. xxxii. 18, 19). There-
fore, He cannot be comprehended.
I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect to

comprehend God, but to attain to God with the mind in some
degree' is great beatitude, as Augustine says.23

In proof of this we must consider that what is compre-
hended is perfectly known; and that is perfectly known
which is known so far as it can be known. Thus, if anything

which is capable of scientific demonstration is held only by
23
Epist. CXLVIH, 9 (PL 33, 606). * Sertn. CXVn, 3 (PL 38,

663).
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an opinion resting on a probable proof, it is not compre-

hended. For instance, if anyone knows by scientific demon-

stration that a triangle has three angles equal to two right

angles, he comprehends that truth, whereas if anyone ac-

cepts it as a probable opinion because wise men or most men
teach it, he does not comprehend the thing itself, because he

does not attain to that perfect mode of knowledge of which it

is intrinsically capable. But no created intellect can attain to

that perfect mode of the knowledge of the divine intellect

whereof it is intrinsically capable. Here is the proof. Every-

thing is knowable according to its actuality. But God, Whose
being is infinite, as was shown above,24 is infinitely knowable.

Now no created intellect can know God infinitely. For a

created intellect knows the divine essence more or less per-

fectly in proportion as it receives a greater or lesser light of

glory. Since therefore the created light of glory received into

any created intellect cannot be infinite, it is clearly impossi-

ble for any created intellect to know God in an infinite de-

gree. Hence it is impossible that it should comprehend God.
Reply Obj, 1. Comprehension is twofold: in one sense it

is taken strictly and properly, according as something is in-

cluded in the one comprehending, and thus in no way is God
comprehended either by the intellect or by anything else;

for since He is infinite, He cannot be included m any finite

being, so that a finite being contain Him infinitely, as befits

Him. It is in this sense that we now take comprehension.
But in another sense comprehension is taken more largely as
opposed to non-attainment

;
for he who attains to anyone is

said to comprehend him when he attains to him. And in this

sense God is comprehended by the blessed, according to the
words, I held him

}
and I will not let him go (Cant. iii. 4)

;

in this sense also are to be understood the words quoted from
the Apostle concerning comprehension. According to this

meaning, comprehension is one of the three prerogatives of
the soul, answering to hope, as vision answers to faith, and
fruition answers to charity. For even among ourselves not
everything seen is held or possessed, since things sometimes
appear afar off, or they are not in our power of attainment.
Neither, again, do we always enjoy what we possess, either

because we find no pleasure in them, or because such things

*Q. 7, a. 1.
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are not the ultimate end of our desire, so as to give it ful-

fillment and peace. But the blessed possess these three things

m God, because they see Him, and in seeing Him, possess

Him as present, having the power to see Him always; and
possessing Him, they enjoy Him as the ultimate fulfillment

of desire

Reply Obj. 2. God is called incomprehensible not because

anything of Him is not seen, but because He is not seen as

perfectly as He is capable of being seen. Thus, when any
demonstrable proposition is known by a probable reason

only, it does not follow that any part of it is unknown, either

the subject, or the predicate, or the composition; but as a

whole it is not as perfectly known as it is capable of being

known. Hence Augustine, in his definition of comprehension,

says : a whole is comprehended when it is seen in such a way
that nothing of it is hidden from the seer

,
or when its bound-

aries can be completely viewed or traced ;
2,5 for the bound-

aries of a thing are said to be completely surveyed when the

end of the knowledge of it is attained.

Reply Obj . 3. The word wholly denotes a mode of the ob-

ject; not that the whole object does not come under knowl-

edge, but that the mode of the object is not the mode of the

one who knows Therefore, he who sees God’s essence sees

in Him that He exists infinitely, and is infinitely knowable.

Nevertheless, this infinite mode does not extend to enable

the knower to know infinitely; thus, for instance, a person

can have a probable opinion that a proposition is demonstra-

ble, although he himself does not know it as demonstrated,

Eighth Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OE GOD

SEE ALL IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article *

—

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the essence of God
see all 'things in God. For Gregory says: What do they not

see,
who see Him Who sees all things

?

26 But God sees all

things. Therefore, those who see God see all things.

Obj . 2. Further, whoever sees a mirror, sees what is re-

flected in the mirror. But all actual or possible things shine

*
1Rpist. CXLVH, 9 (PL 33, 606). IV, 33 (PL 77, 376).
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forth in God as in a mirror
;

for He knows all things in Him-
self. Therefore, whoever sees God, sees all actual things, and

also all possible things.

Obj 3. Further, whoever understands the greater, can un-

derstand the least, as is said in De Anima iii.
27 But all that

God does, or can do, is less than His essence. Therefore, who-

ever understands God, can understand all that God does or

can do.

Ob7. 4. Further, the rational creature naturally desires to

know all things. Therefore, if in seeing God it does not know
all things, its natural desire will not rest satisfied Hence, in

seeing God it will not be fully happy; which is incongruous.

Therefore, he who sees God knows all things.

On the contrary

,

The angels see the essence of God, and

yet they do not know all things. For, as Dionysius says, the

inferior angels are cleansed from ignorance by the superior

angels 28 Also they are ignorant of future contingent things,

and of secret thoughts, for this knowledge belongs to God
alone. Therefore, whosoever sees the essence of God does not

know all things.

I answer that

,

A created intellect, in seeing the divine es-

sence, does not see in it all that God does or can do. For it

is manifest that things are seen in God according as they are

in Him. But all things are in God as effects are in the power
of their cause. Therefore all things are seen in God as an
effect is seen in its cause. Now it is clear that the more per-

fectly a cause is seen, the more of its effects can be seen in

it. For whoever has a lofty understanding, as soon as one
demonstrative principle is put before him, can gather the

knowledge of many conclusions; but this is beyond one of

a weaker intellect, for he needs things to be explained to him
separately. And so that intellect can know all the effects of

a cause and the reasons for those effects in the cause itself

which comprehends the cause wholly. Now no created intel-

lect can comprehend God wholly, as was shown above. There-
fore, no created intellect, in seeing God, can know all that

God does or can do, for this would be to comprehend His
power; but, among the things that God does or can do, any
intellect can know the more, the more perfectly it sees God.
Reply Obj. i.‘Gregory speaks concerning the sufficiency of
*

Aristotle, De An., in, 4 (429b 3) .

28 De Gael. Bier , VH, 3 (PG
Z, 208).
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the object, namely, God, Who in Himself sufficiently con-

tains and shows forth all things; but it does not follow that

whoever sees God knows all things, for he does not perfectly

comprehend Him.
Reply Ob). 2. It is not necessary that whoever sees a mir-

ror should see all that is m the mirror, unless his glance com-
prehends the mirror itself.

Reply Ob). 3. Although it is greater to see God than to see

all things else, still it is a greater thing to see Him so that all

things are known in Him, than to see Him in such a way that

not all things, but fewer or more, are known m Him. For it

has already been shown that the number of things known in

God varies according as He is seen more or less perfectly.

Reply Ob). 4. The natural desire 01 a rational creature is

to know everything that belongs to the perfection of the in-

tellect, namely, the species and genera of things and their

essences, and these everyone who sees the divine essence will

see in God. But to know other singulars, their thoughts and

their deeds, does not belong to the perfection of a created in-

tellect nor does its natural desire go out to these things;

neither, again, does it desire to know things that as yet do no!

exist, but which God can call into being. But if God alone

were seen, Who is the fount and source of all being and of all

truth, He would so fill the natural desire for knowledge that

nothing else would be desired, and the seer would be com-

pletely beatified. Hence Augustine says: Unhappy the man
who knoweth all these [that is, all creatures] and knoweth

not Thee ! but happy whoso knoweth Thee although he know
not these. And whoso knoweth both Thee and them is not

the happier for them
,
but for Thee aloneP

Ninth Article

WHETHER WHAT IS SEEN IN GOD, BY THOSE WHO SEE THE
DIVINE ESSENCE, IS SEEN THROUGH ANY LIKENESS?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article —
Objection 1. It seems that what is seen m God by those

who see the divine essence is seen by means of some likeness.

For every kind of knowledge comes about by the knower

being assimilated to the object known. For thus the intellect

28
Confess ., V, 4 (Pk 3 2 >
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in act becomes the actual intelligible, and the sense in act

becomes the actual sensible, inasmuch as it is informed by

a likeness of the object, as the eye by the likeness of color.

Therefore, if the intellect of one who sees the divine essence

understands any creatures in God, it must be informed by
their likenesses.

Obj. 2. Further, what we have seen, we keep in memory.
But Paul, seeing the essence of God while in rapture, when
he had ceased to see the divine essence, as Augustine says,30

remembered many of the things he had seen in that rapture;

hence he said. I have heard secret words which it is not

granted to man to utter (2 Cor . xii. 4). Therefore it must be

said that certain likenesses of what he remembered remained

in his mind; and in the same way, when he actually saw the

essence of God, he had certain likenesses or species of what
he actually saw in it.

On the contrary
, A mirror and what is in it are seen by

means of one species. But all things are seen in God as in an
intelligible mirror. Therefore, if God Himself is not seen by
any likeness but by His own essence, neither are the things

seen in Him seen by any likenesses or species.

1 answer that, Those who see the divine essence see what
they see in God not by any likeness, but by the divine essence

itself United to their intellect. For each thing is known in so

far as its likeness is in the one who knows. Now this takes

place in two ways. For as things which are like to one and
the same thing are like to each other, a cognitive power can
be assimilated to any knowable object in two ways. In one
way, it is assimilated by the object itself, when it is directly

informed by the likeness of the object; in which case the

object is known in itself. In another way, when the cognitive

power is informed by a species of something which resembles
the object; and in this way the knowledge is not of the thing
In itself, but of the thing in its likeness. For the knowledge
of a man in himself differs from the knowledge of him in

his image. Hence, to know things thus by their likeness m
the one who knows, is to know them in themselves or m their

own natures
;
whereas to know them by their likenesses pre-

existing in God is to see them in God. Now there is a differ-

m Dc Gtntti ad Litt., XII, 28
; 34 (PL 34, 478; 483) ; Epist. CXLVH,

13 (PL 33, 611).
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ence between these two kinds of knowledge. Hence, accord-

ing to the knowledge whereby things are known by those who
see the essence of God, they are seen in God Himself not by
any other likenesses but by the divine essence alone present

to the intellect, by which also God Himself is seen.

Reply Ob), i. The created intellect of one who sees God is

assimilated to the things seen in God inasmuch as it is united

to the divine essence, m which the likenesses of all things

pre-exist.

Reply Obj. 2. There are some cognitive powers which can
form other images from those first conceived: thus the imagi-

nation from the preconceived species of a mountain and of

gold forms the likeness of a golden mountain, and the intel-

lect, from the preconceived ideas of genus and difference,

forms the idea of species. In like manner, from the likeness

of an image we can form m our minds the likenesses of the

original of the image. Thus Paul, or any other person who
sees God, by the verjr vision of the divine essence, can form

in himself the likenesses of the things seen in the divine es-

sence; which remained in Paul even when he had ceased to

see the essence of God. Still, this kind of vision, whereby
things are seen by these species thus conceived, is not the

same as that whereby things are seen in God.

Tenth Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD

SEE ALL THEY SEE IN IT AT THE SAME TIME?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the essence of

God do not see all they see in Him at one and the same time.

For, according to the Philosopher: It may happen that many
things are known, but only one is understood?1 But what is

seen in God, is understood
,
for God is seen by the intellect.

Therefore, those who see God do not see many things in Him
at the same time.

Obj . 2. Further, Augustine says, God moves the spiritual

creature according to time 32—that is, by intelligence and

affection. But the spiritual creature is the angel, who sees

81 Top, II, 10 (n4b 34).

34) 389)-

32 De Genesi ad Litt

,

VIII, 20; 22 (PL



H> THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 12 Art. ii

God. Therefore those who see God understand and are af-

fected successively; for time means succession.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says: Our thoughts will not be

unstable
,
going to and fro from one thing to another; but

we shall see all we know at one glance ,

33

I answer that
,
What is seen in the Word is seen not succes-

sively, but at the same time. In proof whereof, the reason

why we ourselves cannot know many things all at once is

because we understand many things by means of diverse

species. But our intellect cannot be actually informed by di-

verse species at the same time, so as to understand by them;

as one body cannot bear different shapes simultaneously.

Hence, when many things can be understood by one species,

they are understood at the same time; as the diverse parts

of a whole are understood successively, and not all at the

same time, if each one is understood by its own species,

whereas if all are understood under the one species of the

whole, they are understood simultaneously. Now it was shown
above that things seen in God are not seen singly by their

own similitude, but all are seen by the one essence of God.
Hence they are seen simultaneously, and not successively.

Reply Obj. 1. We understand one thing only when we un-
derstand by one species; but many things understood by one
species are understood simultaneously, as in the species of a
man we understand animal and rational

,
and in the species

of a house we understand the wall and the roof .

Reply Obj , 2. As regards their natural knowledge, whereby
they know things by file diverse species with which they are

endowed, the angels do not know all things simultaneously,

and thus, in understanding, they are moved according to

time; but as regards the things which they see in God, they
see all at the same time.

Eleventh Article

WHETHER ANYONE IN THIS LIFE CAN SEE THE ESSENCE
OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that in this life one can see the divine
essence. For Jacob said: I have seen God face to face (Gen.

n De Trin.
x
XV, 16 (PL 42, 1079).
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xxxii. 30). But to see Him face to face is to see His essence,

as appears from the words: We see now in a glass and in a

dark manner
,
but then face to jace (1 Cor . xiii 12). There-

fore God can be seen in this life in His essence.

Obj . 2. Further, the Lord said of Moses: I speak to him
mouth to mouth

,
and plainly

,
and not by riddles and figures

doth he see the Lord (Num . xii. 8) ;
but this is to see God in

His essence. Therefore it is possible to see the essence of God
in this life.

Obj. 3. Further, that wherein we know all other things,

and whereby we judge of other things, is in itself known to

us. But even now we know all things in God; for Augustine

says: If we both see that what you say is true
,
and we both

see that what I say is true
,
where, I ask, do we see this ?

neither I in thee, nor thou m me; but both 0} us in that in-

commutable truth itself above our minds.u He also says that,

We judge of all things according to the divine truth;35 and
that, it is the business of reason to judge of these corporeal

things according to the incorporeal and eternal ideas ; which,

unless they were above the mind, could not be incommuta-

ble?Q Therefore even in this life we see God himself.

Obj

.

4. Further, according to Augustine, those things that

are in the soul by their essence are seen by intellectual vi-

sion.37 But intellectual vision is of intelligible things, not

by any likenesses, but by their very essences, as he also says

there. Therefore, since God is in our soul by His essence, it

follows that He is seen by us in His essence.

On the contrary, It is written, Man shall not see Me, and

live (Exod . xxxiii. 20), and the Gloss upon this says: In this

mortal life God can be seen by certain images, but*not by
the likeness itself of His own nature 38

I answer that

,

God cannot be seen in His essence by one

who is merely man, except he be separated from this mortal

life. The reason is, because, as was said above, the mode of

knowledge follows the mode of the nature of the knower. But
our soul, as long as we live in this life, has its being in cor-

poreal matter; hence it knows naturally only what has a

form in matter, or what can be known by such a form. Now

84 Confess

,

XII, 25 (PL 32, 840) .
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XXXI
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it is evident that the divine essence cannot be known through

the nature of material things. For it was shown above that

the knowledge of God by means of any created likeness is

not the vision of His essence. Hence it is impossible for the

soul of man in this life to see the essence of God. This can

be seen in the fact that the more our soul is abstracted from
corporeal things, the more it is capable of receiving abstract

intelligible things Hence in dreams and alienations of the

bodily senses, divine revelations and foresight of future

events are perceived the more clearly. It is not possible,

therefore, that the soul in this mortal life should be raised

up to the highest of intelligible objects, that is, to the divine

essence.

Reply Obj . i. According to Dionysius, a man is said in the

Scriptures to have seen God in the sense that certain figures

were formed in the senses or imagination , according to some
likeness representing something divine ,

39 So when Jacob says,

I have seen God face to face, this does not mean the divine

essence, but some figure representing God. And this is to be
referred to some high mode of prophecy, so that God is seen

to speak, though in an imaginary vision; as will later be ex-

plained in treating of the degrees of prophecy.40 We may
also say that Jacob spoke thus to designate some exalted

intellectual contemplation, above the ordinary state.

Reply Obj . 2. As God works miracles in corporeal things,

so also He does supernatural wonders above the common
order, raising the minds of some living in the flesh, but who
forego the use of the senses, even up to the vision of His own
essence; as Augustine says of Moses, the teacher of the Jews,

and of Paul, the teacher of the Gentiles.41 This will be treated

more fully in the question on rapture 42

Reply Obj
, 3. All things are said to be seen in God, and

all things are judged in Him, because by the participation of

His light we know and judge all things; for the very light

of natural reason is a participation of the divine light, as

likewise we are said to see and judge of sensible things in

the sun, that is, by the sun’s light. Hence Augustine says,

The lessons of instruction can be seen only if they be il-

Gael Hier

,
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himined by their own sun* 2, namely, God. Just as therefore,

in order to see a sensible thing it is not necessary to see the

substance of the sun, so in like manner to see something in-

telligible, it is not necessary to see the essence of God.
Reply Obj. 4. Intellectual vision is of the things which are

in the soul by their essence, as intelligible things are in the

intellect. And thus God is in the souls of the blessed
,
not thus

is He in our soul, but by presence, essence, and power.

Twelfth Article

WHETHER GOD CAN BE KNOWN IN THIS LIFE BY
NATURAL REASON?

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that by natural reason we cannot

know God m this life. For Boethius says that reason does not

grasp a simple form** But God is a supremely simple form,

as was shown above.45 Therefore natural reason cannot ab
tain to know Him.

Obj. 2

.

Further, the soul understands nothing by natural

reason without an image 46 But we cannot have an image of

God, Who is incorporeal. Therefore we cannot know God by
natural knowledge.

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of natural reason belongs

to both good and evil, inasmuch as they have a common na-

ture. But the knowledge of God belongs only to the good
,
for

Augustine says The eye of the human mind is not fixed on

that excellent light unless purified by the justice of faith .*1

Therefore God cannot be known by natural reason.

On the contrary
, It is written {Rom. i. 19), That which is

known of God, namely, what can be known of God by natu-

ral reason, is manifest m them .

I answer that
,
Our natural knowledge begins from sense.

Hence our natural knowledge can go as far as it can be led

by sensible things. But our intellect cannot be led by sense

so far as to see the essence of God; because sensible creatures

are effects of God which do not equal the power of God, their

cause. Hence from the knowledge of sensible things the whole

43
Solil

,
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power of God cannot be known; nor therefore can His es-

sence be seen. But because they are His effects and depend
on their cause, we can be led from them so far as to know of

God whether He exists, and to know of Him what must neces-

sarily belong to Him, as the first cause of all things, exceed-

ing all things caused by Him.
Hence, we know His relationship with creatures, that is,

that He is the cause of all things
;
also that creatures differ

from Him, inasmuch as He is not in any way part of what
is caused by Him, and that His effects are removed from

Him, not by reason of any defect on His part, but because

He superexceeds them all.

Reply Obj . 1. Reason cannot reach a simple form, so as

to know what it is
;
but it can know whether it is .

Reply Obj . 2. God is known by natural knowledge through

the images of His effects.

Reply Obj . 3. Since the knowledge of God’s essence is by
grace, it belongs only to the good, but the knowledge of Him
by natural reason can belong to both good and bad, and
hence Augustine says, retracting what he had said before:

l do not approve what 1 said in prayer, ‘God who wiliest that

only the pure should know truth/ 48 For it can be answered
that many who are not pure know many truths

,

4G that is, by
natural reason.

Thirteenth Article

WHETHER BY GRACE A HIGHER KNOWLEDGE OF GOD CAN
BE OBTAINED THAN BY NATURAL REASON?

We proceed thus to the Thirteenth Article —
Objection 1. It seems that by grace a higher knowledge

of God is not obtained than by natural reason. For Dionysius
says that whoever is the better united to God in this life, is

united to Him as to one entirely unknown.50 He says the

same of Moses, who nevertheless obtained a certain excel-

lence by the knowledge conferred by grace. But to be united
to God, while not knowing of Him what He is, comes about
also by natural reason. Therefore God is not more known to

us by grace than by natural reason,

1 , 1 (PL 3a, S70). " Retract

,
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Obj. 2. Further, we can acquire the knowledge of divine

things by natural reason only through images; and the same
applies to the knowledge given by grace For Dionysius says

that it is impossible jar the divine ray to shine upon us ex-

cept as screened round about by the many colored sacred

veils .

51 Therefore we do know God more fully by grace than

by natural reason.

Obj. 3. Further, our intellect adheres to God by the grace

of faith But faith does not seem to be knowledge; for Greg-

ory says that things not seen are the objects of faith ,
and not

of knowledge 52 Therefore there is not given to us a more
excellent knowledge of God by grace.

On the contrary, The Apostle says that God hath revealed

to us by His Spirit, what none of the princes of this world

knew (1 Cor. ii 8, 10), namely, the philosophers, as the

Gloss expounds 53

I answer that, We have a more perfect knowledge of God
by grace than by natural reason. Which is proved thus. The
knowledge which we have by natural reason requires two

things: images derived from the sensible things, and a natu-

ral intelligible light enabling us to abstract intelligible con-

ceptions from them.

Now in both of these, human knowledge is assisted by

the revelation of grace. For the intellect’s natural light i$

strengthened by the infusion of gratuitous light, and some-

times also the images in the imagination are divinely formed,

so as to express divine things better than do those which

we receive naturally from sensible things, as appears in

prophetic visions; while sometimes sensible things, or even

voices, are divinely formed to express some divine meaning;

as in the Baptism, the Holy Ghost was seen in the shape of

a dove, and the voice of the Father was heard, This is My
beloved Son (Matt. iii. 17).

Reply Obj . 1. Although by the revelation of grace in this

life we do not know of God what He is, and thus are united

to Him as to one unknown, still we know Him more fully

according as many and more excellent of His effects are

demonstrated to us, and according as we attribute to Him
some things known by divine revelation, to which natural

De Gael Hier., I, 2 (PG 3, 121). ™In Evang., II, hom 26 (PL

76, 1202).
63
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reason cannot reach, as, for instance, that God is Three and
One.

Reply Ob j. 2. From the images either naturally received

from sense, or divinely formed in the imagination, we have
so much the more excellent intellectual knowledge, the

stronger the intelligible light is in man; and thus through the

revelation given by the images a fuller knowledge is received

by the in fusion of the divine light.

Reply Ob). 3. Faith is a kind of knowledge, inasmuch as

the intellect is determined by faith to some knowable object.

But this determination to one object does not proceed from
the vision of the believer, but from the vision of Him Who is

believed. Thus, as far as faith falls short of vision, it falls

short of the nature which knowledge has when it is science;

for science determines the intellect to one object by the vi-

sion and understanding of first principles.



Question XIII

THE NAMES OF GOD

{In Twelve Articles)

After the consideration of those things which belong to the

divine knowledge, we now proceed to the consideration of

the divine names For everything is named by us according

to our knowledge of it.

Under this head, there are twelve points for inquiry, (i)

Whether God can be named by us? (2) Whether any names
applied to God are predicated of Him substantially? (3)

Whether any names applied to God are said of Him properly,

or are all to be taken metaphorically? (4) Whether any

names applied to God are synonymous? (5) Whether some

names are applied to God and to creatures univocally or

equivocally? (6) Whether, supposing they are applied ana-

logically, they are applied first to God or to creatures? (7)

Whether any names are applicable to God from time? (8)

Whether this name God is a name of nature, or of operation?

(9) Whether this name God is a communicable name? (10)

Whether it is taken univocally or equivocally as signifying

God, by nature, by participation, and by opinion? (11)

Whether this name, Who is

;

is the supremely appropriate

name of God? (12) Whether affirmative propositions can be

formed about God?

First Article

WHETHER A NAME CAN BE GIVEN TO GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be given to God*

For Dionysius says that, 0} Him there is neither name, not

can one be found of Him;1 and it is written: What is His

name,
and what is the name of His Son, if thou knowest?

{Prov. xxx. 4).

Obj. 2 . Further, every name is either abstract or concrete.

But concrete names do not belong to God, since He is sim-

ple, nor do abstract names belong to Him^ since they do not

1 De Div. Nom, I, 5 (PG 3 , 593)*
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signify any perfect subsisting thing. Therefore no name can

be said of God.
Obj. 3. Further, nouns signify substance with quality;

verbs and participles signify substance with time; pronouns

the same with demonstration or relation. But none of these

can be applied to God, for He has no quality, or accident, or

time; moreover, He cannot be felt, so as to be pointed out;

nor can He be described by relation, inasmuch as relations

serve to recall a thing mentioned before by nouns, partici-

ples, or demonstrative pronouns. Therefore God cannot in

any way be named by us.

On the contrary
,
It is written (Exod. xv. 3) : The Lord is

a man of war
,
Almighty is His name.

1 answer that

,

Since, according to the Philosopher,2 words
are signs of ideas, and ideas the similitudes of things, it is

evident that words function in the signification of things

through the conception of the intellect. It follows therefore

that we can give a name to anything in so far as we can

understand it. Now it was shown above that in this life we
cannot see the essence of God; 3 but we know God from crea-

tures as their cause, and also by way of excellence and remo-
tion. In this way therefore He can be named by us from
creatures, yet not so that the name which signifies Him ex-

presses the divine essence in itself in the way that the name
man expresses the essence of man in himself, since it signifies

the definition which manifests his essence. For the idea ex-

pressed by the name is the definition.

Reply Obj. 1. The reason why God has no name, or is said

to be above being named, is because His essence is above all

that we understand about God and signify in words.
Reply Obj. 2. Because we come to know and name God

from creatures, the names we attribute to God signify what
belongs to material creatures, of which the knowledge is nat-

ural to us, as was shown above.4 And because in creatures of
this kind what is perfect and subsistent is composite, whereas
their form is not a complete subsisting thing, but rather is

that whereby a thing is, hence it follows that all names used
by us to signify a complete subsisting thing must have a
concrete meaning, as befits composite things. On the other
hand, names given to signify simple forms signify a thing not

* Perth I (16a 3).
B
Q. 12, a. 11 and 12. *0. 12, a. 4.
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as subsisting, but as that whereby a thing is; as, for instance,
whiteness signifies that whereby a thing is white. And since
God is simple and subsisting, we attribute to Him simple and
abstract names to signify His simplicity, and concrete names
to signify His subsistence and perfection; although both
these kinds of names fail to express His mode of being, be-
cause our intellect does not know Him in this life as He is.

Reply Ob) 3 To signify substance with quality is to sig-

nify the suppositum with a nature or determined form in
which it subsists. Hence, as some things are said of God in

a concrete sense, to signify His subsistence and perfection,

so likewise nouns are applied to God signifying substance
with quality Further, verbs and participles, which signify

time, are applied to Him because His eternity includes all

time. For as we can apprehend and signify simple subsistents

only by way of composite things, so we can understand and
express simple eternity only by way of temporal things, be-
cause our intellect has a natural proportion to composite and
temporal things. But demonstrative pronouns are applied to

God as pointing to what is understood, not to what is sensed.

For we can point to Him only as far as we understand Him.
Thus, according as nouns, participles and demonstrative pro-

nouns are applicable to God, so far can He be signified by
relative pronouns.

Second Article

WHETHER ANY NAME CAN BE APPLIED TO GOD
SUBSTANTIALLY?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be applied to God
substantially. For Damascene says: Everything said of God
must not signify His substance

,
but rather show forth what

He is not; or express some relation
, or something following

from His nature or operation

?

Ob). 2. Further, Dionysius says* You will find a chorus of
holy doctors addressed to the end of distinguishing clearly

and praiseworthily the divine processions in the denomina-
tions of God? This means that the names applied by the holy

*De Fide. Orth., I, 9 (PG 94, 833).
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doctors in praising God are distinguished according to the

divine processions themselves. But what expresses the proces-

sion of anything does not signify anything pertaining to its

essence. Therefore the names said of God are not said of

Him substantially

Obj. 3. Further, a thing is named by us according as we
understand it. But in this life God is not understood by us

in His substance. Therefore neither is any name we can use

applied substantially to God.

On the contrary, Augustine says: For God to be is to be

strong or wise, or whatever else we may say of that simplicity

whereby Hts substance is signified .

7 Therefore all names of

this kind signify the divine substance.

/ answer that

,

Names which are said of God negatively or

which signify His relation to creatures manifestly do not at

all signify His substance, but rather express the distance of

the creature from Him, or His relation to something else, or

rather, the relation of creatures to Himself.

But as regards names of God said absolutely and affirma-

tively, as good, wise, and the like, various and many opin-

ions have been held. For some have said that all such names,
although they are applied to God affirmatively, nevertheless

have been brought into use more to remove something from
God than to posit something in Him. Hence they assert that

when we say that God lives, we mean that God is not like

an inanimate thing; and the same in like manner applies to

other names. This was taught by Rabbi Moses.8 Others9 say
that these names applied to God signify His relationship

towards creatures: thus in the words, God ts good, we mean,
God is the cause of goodness in things; and the same inter-

pretation applies to other names.

Both of these opinions, however, seem to be untrue for

three reasons First, because in neither of them could a rea-

son be assigned why some names more than others should be
applied to God. For He is assuredly the cause of bodies in

the same way as He is the cause of good things; therefore

if the words God is good signified no more than, God is the

cause of good things, it might in like manner be said that
God is a body, inasmuch as He is the cause of bodies. So
also to say that He is a body implies .hat He is not a mere

7 De Trin., VI, 4 (PL 42, 927).
8 Guide, I, 58 (p. 82).
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potentiality, as is primary matter. Secondly, because it would
follow that all names applied to God would be said of Him
by way of being taken in a secondary sense, as healthy is

secondarily said of medicine, because it signifies only the

cause of health in the animal which primarily is called

healthy. Thirdly, because this is against the intention of

those who speak of God. For in saying that God lives, they

assuredly mean more than to say that He is the cause of our

life, or that He differs from inanimate bodies.

Therefore we must hold a different doctrine—viz., that

these names signify the divine substance, and are predicated

substantially of God, although they fall short of representing

Him. Which is proved thus. For these names express God, so

far as our intellects know Him. Now since our intellect knows
God from creatures, it knows Him as far as creatures repre-

sent Him. But it was shown above that God prepossesses in

Himself all the perfections of creatures, being Himself abso-

lutely and universally perfect .
10 Hence every creature repre-

sents Him, and is like Him, so far as it possesses some
perfection: yet not so far as to represent Him as something

of the same species or genus, but as the excelling source of

whose form the effects fall short, although they derive some
kind of likeness thereto, even as the forms of inferior bodies

represent the power of the sun. This was explained above in

treating of the divine perfection 11 Therefore, the aforesaid

names signify the divine substance, but in an imperfect man-
ner, even as creatures represent it imperfectly. So when we
say, God is good

,

the meaning is not, God is the cause 0)

goodness, or, God is not evil
;
but the meaning is, Whatever

good we attribute to creatures pre-exists in God
,
and in a

higher way. Hence it does not follow that God is good be-

cause He causes goodness; but rather, on the contrary, He
causes goodness in things because He is good. As Augustine

says, Because He is good
,
we are 12

Reply Obj. 1. Damascene says that these names do not

signify what God is because by none of these names is what

He is perfectly expressed; but each one signifies Him in an

imperfect manner, even as creatures represent Him imper-

fectly.

Reply Ob). 2. In the signification of names, that from

“CM, a. 2.
11
Q. 4, a. 3.

n De Doc . Christv I, 32 (PL 34, 32)*
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which the name is derived is different sometimes from what

it is intended to signify, as for instance this name stone

[
1lapis

] is imposed from the fact that it hurts the foot [Icedit

fiedem

]

,
yet it is not imposed to signify that which hurts the

foot, but rather to signify a certain kind of body, otherwise

everything that hurts the foot would be a stone. So we must
say that such divine names are imposed from the divine

processions; for as according to the diverse processions of

their perfections, ' creatures are the representations of God,

although in an imperfect manner, so likewise our intellect

knows and names God according to each kind of piocession.

But nevertheless these names are not imposed to signify the

processions themselves, as if when we say God lives, the sense

were, life proceeds from Him, but to signify the principle it-

self of things, in so far as life pre-exists in Him, although it

pre-exists in Him in a more eminent way than is understood

or signified.

Reply Obj. 3. In this life, we cannot know the essence of

God as it is in itself, but we know it according as it is rep-

resented in the perfections of creatures; and it is thus that

the names imposed by us signify it.

Third Article

WHETHER ANY NAME CAN BE APPLIED TO GOD
PROPERLY?

We proceed thus to the Third Articles—
Objection x. It seems that no name is applied properly to

God. For all names which we apply to God are taken from
creatures, as was explained above. But the names of crea-

tures are applied to God metaphorically, as when we say,

God is a stone, or a lion, or the like. Therefore names are

applied to God in a metaphorical sense.

Obj . 2. Further, no name can be applied properly to any-
thing if it should be more truly denied of it than given to

it. But all such names as good, wise, and the like, are more
truly denied of God than given to Him; as appears from
what Dionysius says.13 Therefore none of these names is said
of God properly.

Obj. 3. Further, corporeal names are applied to God in a

**De Gael Hier 11,3 (PG 3, 141).
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metaphorical sense only, since He is incorporeal. But all such
names imply some kind of corporeal condition; for their

meaning is bound up with time and composition and like

coipoieal conditions Therefore all these names are applied

to God in a metaphorical sense.

On the contrary
, Ambrose says, Some names there are

which express evidently the property of the divinity
,
and

some which express the clear truth of the divine majesty ; but
others there are which are said of God metaphorically by way
of similitude .

14 Therefore not all names are applied to God in

a metaphorical sense, but there aie some which are said of

Him properly.

/ answer that

,

According to the preceding article, our
knowledge of God is derived from the perfections which flow

from Him to creatures; which perfections are in God in a
more eminent way than in creatures. Now our intellect ap-
prehends them as they are in creatures, and as it apprehends
them thus does it signify them by names. Therefore, as to

the names applied to God, there are two things to be con-

sidered—viz., the perfections themselves which they signify,

such as goodness, life, and the like, and their mode of sig-

nification. As regards what is signified by these names, they

belong properly to God, and more properly than they belong

to creatures, and are applied primarily to Him. But as re-

gards their mode of signification, they do not properly and
strictly apply to God; for their mode of signification befits

creatures.

Reply Obj. x. There are some names which signify these

perfections flowing from God to creatures in such a way that

the imperfect way in which creatures receive the divine per-

fection is part of the very signification of the name itself, as

stone signifies a material being
,
and names of this kind can

be applied to God only in a metaphorical sense. Other names,

however, express the perfections themselves absolutely, with-

out any such mode of participation being part of their signifi-

cation, as the words being, good
,
living

,
and the like; and

such names can be applied to God properly.

Reply Obj. 2. Such names as these, as Dionysius shows,

are denied of God for the reason that what the name signifies

does not belong to Him in the ordinary sense of its significa-

u De Fide

,

II, Prol (PL 16, 583).
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tion, but in a more eminent way. Hence Dionysius says also

that God is above all substance and all life.
15

Reply Obj 3. These names which are applied to God prop-

erly imply corporeal conditions, not in the thing signified,

but as regards their mode of signification, whereas those

which are applied to God metaphorically imply and mean a

corporeal condition in the thing signified.

Fourth Article

WHETHER NAMES APPLIED TO GOD ARE SYNONYMOUS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that these names applied to God are

synonymous names. For synonymous names are those which

mean exactly the same. But these names applied to God
mean entirely the same thing in God; for the goodness of

God is His essence, and likewise it is His wisdom. Therefore

these names are entirely synonymous.
Obj . 2. Further, if it be said that these names signify one

and the same thing in reality, but differ in idea, it can be
objected that an idea to which no reality corresponds is an
empty notion. Therefore if these ideas are many, and the

thing is one, it seems also that all these ideas are empty
notions.

Ob;. 3. Further, a thing which is one in reality and in idea

is more one than what is one in reality and many in idea.

But God is supremely one. Therefore it seems that He is not
one in reality and many in idea; and thus the names applied

to God do not have different meanings. Hence they are syn-

onymous.
On the contrary

,

All synonyms united with each other are

redundant, as when we say, vesture clothing. Therefore if all

names applied to God are synonymous, we cannot properly

say good God

,

or the like, and yet it is written, 0 most
mighty

,
great and powerful, the Lord of hosts is Thy name

(Jer. xxxii. 18).

I answer that, These names spoken of God are not syn-
onymous. This would be easy to understand, if we said that

these names are used to remove or to express the relation

of cause to* creatures; for thus it would follow that there are

35 De Cael. liter., II, 3 (PG 3, 141).
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different ideas as regards the diverse things denied of God
or as regards diverse effects connoted. But according to what
was said above, namely, that these names signify the divine
substance, although m an imperfect manner, it is also clear

from what has been said that they have diverse meanings.
For the idea signified by the name is the conception in the

intellect of the thing signified by the name. But since our
intellect knows God from creatures, in order to understand
God it forms conceptions proportioned to the perfections
flowing from God to creatures. These perfections pre-exist

in God unitedly and simply, whereas in creatures they are

received divided and multiplied. Just as, therefore, to the
diverse perfections of creatures there corresponds one simple
principle represented by the diverse perfections of creatures
in a various and manifold manner, so also to the various and
multiplied conceptions of our intellect there corresponds one
altogether simple principle, imperfectly understood through
these conceptions. Therefore, although the names applied
to God signify one reality, still, because they signify that
reality under many and diverse aspects, they are not syn-

onymous.
Thus appears the solution of the First Objection, since

synonymous names signify one thing under one aspect; for

names which signify different aspects of one thing do not
signify primarily and absolutely one thing, because a name
signifies a thing only through the medium of the intellectual

conception, as was said above.

Reply Ob). 2. The many aspects of these names are not

useless and empty, for there corresponds to all of them one
simple reality represented by them in a manifold and im-
perfect manner.

Reply Obj. 3. The perfect unity of God requires that what
are manifold and divided in others should exist in Him sim-

ply and unitedly. Thus it comes about that He is one in

reality, and yet multiple in idea, because our intellect appre*

hends Him in a manifold manner, as things represent Him,
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Fifth Article

WHETHER WHAT IS SAID OF GOD AND OF CREATURES

IS UNIVOCALLY PREDICATED OF THEM?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the things attributed to God
and creatures are univocal For every equivocal term is re-

duced to the univocal, as many are reduced to one: for if

the name dog be said equivocally of the barking dog and of

the dogfish, it must be said of some univocally—viz., of all

barking dogs; otherwise we proceed to infinitude. Now there

are some univocal agents which agree with their effects in

name and definition, as man generates man; and there are

some agents which are equivocal, as the sun which causes

heat, although the sun is hot only in an equivocal sense.

Therefore it seems that the first agent, to which all other

agents are reduced, is a univocal agent, and thus what is

said of God and creatures is predicated univocally.

Obj . 2. Further, no likeness is understood through equiv-

ocal names Therefore, as creatures have a certain likeness to

God, according to the text of Genesis (i. 26), Let us make
man to our image and likeness

,
it seems that something can

be said of God and creatures univocally.

Obj 3. Further, measure is homogeneous with the thing

measured, as is said in Metaph. x.
16 But God is the first

measure of all beings Therefore God is homogeneous with
creatures; and thus a name may be applied univocally to

God and to creatures.

On the contrary

,

Whatever is predicated of various things

under the same name but not in the same sense is predicated

equivocally. But no name belongs to God in the same sense

that it belongs to creatures; for instance, wisdom in crea-

tures is a quality, but not in God. Now a change in genus
changes an essence, since the genus is part of the definition;

and the same applies to other things. Therefore whatever is

said of God and of creatures is predicated equivocally.

Further, God is more distant from creatures than any
creatures are from each other. But the distance of some crea-

tures makes any univocal predication of them impossible, as

14
Aristotle* Metaph,, DC, 1 (1053a 24).
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in the case of those things which are not in the same genus.

Therefore much less can anything be predicated univocally

of God and creatures; and so only equivocal predication can

be applied to them
I answer that

,

Univocal predication is impossible between
God and creatures. The reason of this is that every effect

which is not a proportioned result of the power of the ef-

ficient cause receives the similitude of the agent not in its

full degree, but in a measure that falls short; so that what is

divided and multiplied in the effects resides in the agent

simply, and in an unvaried manner. For example, the sun by
the exercise of its one power produces manifold and various

forms in these sublunary things. In the same way, as was said

above, all perfections existing m creatures divided and multi-

plied pre-exist in God unitedly. Hence, when any name ex-

pressing perfection is applied to a creature, it signifies that

perfection as distinct from the others according to the nature

of its definition; as, for instance, by this term wise applied

to a man, we signify some perfection distinct from a man’s

essence, and distinct from his power and his being, and from

all similar things. But when we apply wise to God, we do not

mean to signify anything distinct from His essence or power

or being. And thus when this term wise is applied to man, in

some degree it circumscribes and comprehends the thing sig-

nified, whereas this is not the case when it is applied to God,

but it leaves the thing signified as uncomprehended and as

exceeding the signification of the name. Hence it is evident

that this term wise is not applied in the same wav to God
and to man. The same applies to other terms. Hence, n<?

name is predicated univocally of God and of creatures.

Neither, on the other hand, are names applied to God and

creatures in a purely equivocal sense, as some have said .
17

Because if that were so, it follows that from creatures noth-

ing at all could be known or demonstrated about God; for

the reasoning would always be exposed to the fallacy of equiv-

ocation. Such a view is against the Philosopher, who proves

many things about God, and also against what the Apostle

says: The invisible things 0} God are clearly seen being un-

derstood by the things that are made (Rom, i. 20). There-

fore it must be said that these names are said of God and
17 Maimonides, Guide

,
I, 59 (p. 84); Averroes, In Metaph

,

XII,

comm. 51 (VIII, iS8r).
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creatures in. an analogous sense, that is, according to pro-

portion.

This can happen in two ways: either according as many
things are proportioned to one (thus, for example healthy

Is predicated of medicine and urine in relation and in pro-

portion to health of body, of which the latter is the sign and

the former the cause), or according as one thing is propor-

tioned to another (thus, healthy is said of medicine and an

animal, since medicine is the cause of health in the animal

body). And in this way some things are said of God and

creatures analogically, and not in a purely equivocal nor in a

purely univocal sense. For we can name God only from crea-

tures Hence, whatever is said of God and creatures is said

according as there is some relation of the creature to God
as to its principle and cause, wherein all the perfections of

things pre-exist excellently. Now this mode of community is

a mean between pure equivocation and simple univocation.

For in analogies the idea is not, as it is in univocals, one and
the same; yet it is not totally diverse as in equivocals, but
the name which is thus used in a multiple sense signifies

various proportions to some one thing: eg., healthy, applied

to urine, signifies the sign of animal health; but applied to

medicine, it signifies the cause of the same health.

Reply Obj. 1. Although in predications all equivocals must
be reduced to univocals, still in actions the non-univocal

agent must precede the univocal agent For the non-univocal
agent is the universal cause of the whole species, as the sun
is the cause of the generation of all men. But the univocal

agent is Bot the universal efficient cause of the whole species

(otherwise it would be the cause of itself, since it is con-

tained in the species), but is a particular cause of this

individual which it places under the species by way of par-
ticipation. Therefore the universal cause of the whole species

is not a univocal agent; and the universal cause comes be-
fore the particular cause. But this universal agent, while not
univocal, nevertheless is not altogether univocal (otherwise
it could not produce its own likeness)

;
but it can be called

an analogical agent, just as in predications all univocal
names are reduced to one first non-univocal analogical name,
which is being.

Reply Ob), 2, The likeness of the creature to God is im-
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perfect, for it does not represent the same thing even ge~

nerically.18

Reply Obj. 3. God is not a measure proportioned to the

things measured; hence it is not necessary that God and
creatures should be in the same genus.

The arguments adduced in the contrary sense prove in-

deed that these names are not predicated univocally of God
and creatures; yet they do not prove that they are predicated

equivocally.

Sixth Article

WHETHER NAMES PREDICATED OF GOD ARE PREDICATED
PRIMARILY OF CREATURES?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that names are predicated primarily

of creatures rather than of God. For we name anything ac-

cordingly as we know it, since names
,
as the Philosopher

says,19 are signs of ideas . But we know creatures before we
know God. Therefore the names imposed by us are predi-

cated primarily of creatures rather than of God.
Obj , 2. Further, Dionysius says that we name God from

creatures.20 But names transferred from creatures to God are

said primarily of creatures rather than of God; as lion
,
stone

,

and the like Therefore all names applied to God and crea-

tures are applied primarily to creatures rather than to God,

Obj. 3. Further, all names applied to God and creatures in

common are applied to God as the cause of all creatures
,
as

Dionysius says.21 But what is applied to anything through its

cause is applied to it secondarily; for healthy is primarily

predicated of animal rather than of medicine, which is the

cause of health. Therefore these names are said primarily

of creatures rather than of God.
On the contrarys It is written, I bow my knees to the

Father of our Lord Jesus Christy of Whom all paternity in

heaven and earth is named (Ephes . iii. 14, 15) ;
and the same

holds of the other names applied to God and creatures.

Therefore these names are applied primarily to God rather

than to creatures.

18
Q. 4, a. 3. Perth., I (16a 3).

30 De Div. Nom.s I, 6 (PG

3, 596). Myst . Theoly I, 2 (PG 3, 1000),
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I answer that, In names predicated of many in an analogi-

cal sense, all are predicated through a relation to some one

thing; and this one thing must be placed in the definition of

them all. And since the essence expressed by the name is the

definition
,
as the Philosopher says

,

22 such a name must be ap-

plied primarily to that which is put in the definition of the

other things, and secondarily to these others according as

they approach more or less to the first. Thus, for instance,

healthy applied to animals comes into the definition of

healthy applied to medicine, which is called healthy as being

the cause of health in the animal
,
and also into the definition

of healthy which is applied to urine, which is called healthy

in so far as it is the sign of the animaPs health

So it is that all names applied metaphorically to God are

applied to creatures primarily rather than to God, because

when said of God they mean only similitudes to such crea-

tures. For as smiling applied to a field means only that the

field in the beauty of its flowering is like to the beauty of the

human smile by proportionate likeness, so the name of lion

applied to God means only that God manifests strength in

His works, as a lion in his. Thus it is clear that applied to

God the signification of these names can be defined only from
what is said of creatures.

But to other names not applied to God in a metaphorical

sense, the same rule would apply if they were spoken of God
as the cause only, as some have supposed .

23 For when it is

said, God is good
,
it would then only mean, God is the cause

of the creature’s goodness
;
and thus the name good applied

to God would include in its meaning the creature’s goodness.

Hence good would apply primarily to creatures rather than
God. But, as was shown above, these names are applied to

God not as the cause only, but also essentially. For the words,
God is good

,
or wise, signify not only that He is the cause of

wisdom or goodness, but that these exist in Him in a more ex-

cellent way. Hence as regards what the name signifies, these

names are applied primarily to God rather than to creatures,

because these perfections flow from God to creatures; but as
regards the imposition of the names, they are primarily ap-
plied by us to creatures, which we know first. Hence they

^Aristotle, Metaph

^

HI, 7 (1,012a, 523) .

33
Alain of Lille, Theot.

Re*.. XXI, XXVI (PL 210, 631; 633).
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have a mode of signification which belongs to creatures, as
was said above.

Reply Obj. i. This objection refers to the imposition of
the name: to that extent it is true.

Reply Obj . 2. The same rule does not apply to metaphori-
cal and to other names, as was said above.
Reply Obj . 3. This objection would be valid if these names

were applied to God only as cause, and not also essentially,

for instance, as healthy is applied to medicine.

Seventh Article

WHETHER NAMES WHICH IMPLY RELATION TO CREATURES
ARE PREDICATED OF GOD TEMPORALLY?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that names which imply relation to

creatures are not predicated of God temporally. For all such
names signify the divine substance, as is universally held.

Hence also Ambrose says that this name Lord is a name
of power,24 which is the divine substance; and Creator signi-

fies the action of God, which is His essence. Now the divine

substance is not temporal, but eternal. Therefore these names
are not applied to God temporally, but eternally.

Obj. 2. Further, that to which something applies tem-
porally can be described as made; for what is white tempo*
rally is made white. But to be made does not apply to God.
Therefore nothing can be predicated of God temporally.

Obj . 3. Further, if any names are applied to God tempo-
rally because they imply relation to creatures, the same rule

holds good of all things that imply relation to creatures. But
some names implying relation to creatures are spoken of God
from eternity; for from eternity He knew and loved the crea-

ture, according to the word: / have loved thee with an ever-

lasting love
(
Jer . xxxi. 3). Therefore also other names im-

plying relation to creatures, as Lord and Creator

,

are applied

to God from eternity.

Obj. 4. Further, names of this kind signify relation. There-
fore that relation must be something in God, or in the crea-

ture only. But it cannot be that it is something in the
creature only, for in that case God would be called Lord from

* De Fide

,

I (PL 16, 553 ).
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the opposite relation which is in creatures, and nothing is

named from its opposite. Therefore the relation must be

something in God. But nothing temporal can be in God, for

He is above time. Therefore these names are not applied to

God temporally.

Ob). 5 . Further, a thing is called relative from relation; for

instance, lord from lordship, and white from whiteness.

Therefore if the relation of lordship is not really in God, but

only in idea, it follows that God is not really Lord, which is

plainly false.

Ob), 6. Further, in relative things which are not simultane-

ous in nature, one can exist without the other; as a knowable

thing can exist without the knowledge of it, as the Philoso-

pher says.25 But relative things which are said of God and
creatures are not simultaneous in nature. Therefore a relation

can be predicated of God to the creature even without the

existence of the creature; and thus these names, Lord and
Creator} are predicated of God from eternity, and not tem-

porally.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says that this relative appel-

lation Lord is applied to God temporally.26

1 answer that
,
Some names which import relation to crea-

tures are applied to God temporally, and not from eternity.

To see this we must learn that some have said that relation

is not a reality, but only an idea.27 But this is plainly seen

to be false from the very fact that things themselves have a
mutual natural order and relation. Nevertheless it is neces-

sary to know that, since a relation needs two extremes, there

are three conditions that make a relation to be real or logical.

Sometimes ‘from both extremes it is an idea only, as when ^
mutual order or relation can be between things only in the

apprehension of reason; as when we say that the same is the

same as itself. For the reason, by apprehending one thing

twice, regards it as two, and thus it apprehends a certain re-

lation of a thing to itself. And the same applies to relations

between being and non-being formed by reason, inasmuch as
it apprehends non-being as an extreme. The same is true of
those relations that follow upon an act of reason, as genus
and species, and the like.

25
Aristotle, Cat., VII (7b 30).

26 De Trm., V, 16 (PL 42, 922).

^Cf. Averroes, In Metaph
,,

XII, comm. 19 (VHI, i44r).-—Cf. also

St. Thomas, De Pot., q. 8, a. 2-
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Now there are other relations which are realities as regards,

both extremes, as when a relation exists between two things

according to some reality that belongs to both. This is clear

of all relations consequent upon quantity, as great and small,

double and half, and the like; for there is quantity m both
extremes. The same applies to relations consequent upon
action and passion, as motive power and the movable thing,

father and son, and the like.

Again, sometimes a relation in one extreme may be a real-

ity, while in the other extreme it is only an idea. This hap-
pens whenever two extremes are not of one order, as sense

and science refer, respectively, to sensible things and to

knowable things
;
which, inasmuch as they are realities exist-

ing in nature, are outside the order of sensible and intelligible

existence. Therefore, in science and in sense a real relation

exists, because they are ordered either to the knowledge or to

the sensible perception of things; whereas the things looked
at in themselves are outside this order. Hence in them there

is no real relation to science and sense, but only in idea, inas-

much as the intellect apprehends them as terms of the rela-

tions of science and sense. Hence, the Philosopher says that

they are called relative, not because they are related to other

things, but because others are related to them .

28 Likewise, on
the right is not applied to a column, unless it stands on the

right side of an animal; which relation is not really in the cob
umn, but in the animal.

Since,, therefore, God is outside the whole order of crea-

tion, and all creatures are ordered to Him, and not con*

versely, it is manifest that creatures are really related to God
Himself; whereas in God there is no real relation to crea-

tures, but a relation only in idea, inasmuch as creatures are

related to Him Thus there is nothing to prevent such names,

which import relation to the creature, from being predicated

of God temporally, not by reason of any change in Him, but

by reason of the change in the creature; as a column is on
the right of an animal, without change in itself, but because

the animal has moved.
Reply Obj. i. Some relative names are imposed to signify

the relational ordinations themselves, as master and servant
,

father and son
,
and the like

;
and these are called relatives in

being [secundum esse ] . But others are imposed to signify the
28 Metaph

,

TV, 15 (1021a 29).
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things from which follow certain relations, as the mover and

the moved
,
the head and the being that has a head> and the

like; and these are called relatives in name [secundum did ].

Thus, there is the same twofold difference in divine names.

For some signify the relation itself to the creature, as Lord
,

and these do not signify the divine substance directly, but

indirectly, in so far as they presuppose the divine substance;

as dominion presupposes power, which is the divine sub-

stance. Others signify the divine essence directly, and the

corresponding relation consequently, as Savior, Creator
,
and

the like, signify the action of God, which is His essence. Yet

both kinds of names are said of God temporally so far as they

imply a relation either principally or consequently, but not

so far as they signify the essence, either directly or indirectly.

Reply Ob 2. Just as relations applied to God temporally

are in God only in our idea, so, to become
,
or to be mad

£

are

applied to God only in idea, with no change in Him
;
as when

we say, Lord
,
Thou art become our refuge (Ps . lxxxix 1).

Reply Obj. 3. The operation of the intellect and will is in

the operator, and therefore names signifying relations follow-

ing upon the action of the intellect or will are applied to God
from eternity; whereas those following upon the actions pro-

ceeding, according to our mode of thinking, to external ef-

fects are applied to God temporally, as Savior
,
Creator

,
and

the like.

Reply Obj. 4. Relations signified by such names as are

applied to God temporally are in God only in idea^ but the

opposite relations in creatures are real. Nor is it incongruous

that God should be denominated from relations really exist-

ing in things, provided that the opposite relations be at the

same time understood by us as existing in God, so that God
is spoken of relatively to the creature inasmuch as the crea-

ture is related to Him; just as the Philosopher says that the

object is said to be knowable relatively because knowledge
relates to it.

29

Reply Obj. 5* Since God is related to the creature for the

reason that the creature is related to Him: and since the re-

lation of subjection is real in the creature, it follows that God
is Lord not in idea only, but in reality, for He is called Lord
according to the manner in which the creature is subject to

Him.
m lbid. (ioaia 30),
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Reply Obj . 6. To know whether relations are simultaneous

by nature or otherwise, it is not necessary to consider the
order of things to which they belong but the meaning of the
relations themselves. For if one includes another in its idea,

and vice versa

,

then they are simultaneous by nature* as dou-
ble and half, father and son, and the like. But if one includes
another in its idea, and not vice versa

,
they are not simultane-

ous by nature. This is the way that science and its object are
related, for the knowable expresses a possibility, and science

expresses a possible habit, or an act Hence the concept
knowable according to its mode of signification is prior to

science)
*

but if the knowable object becomes actually known,
then it is simultaneous with science in act, for the known
object is nothing as such unless the knowledge of it exists.

Hence, though God is prior to the creature, still, because the
signification of Lord includes the idea of a servant and vice

versa
,
these two relative terms, Lord and servant

,
are simul-

taneous by nature. Hence God was not Lord until He had a
creature subject to Himself.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THIS NAME GOD NAMES A NATURE?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article •

—

Obsection i . It seems that this name, God, does not name a

nature. For Damascene says that God (©eo?) is so called

from Osetv which means to take care of, and to cherish all

things, or from aiOstv, that is, to burn, for our God is a con

*

summg fire; or from OeaaOat, which means to consider all

things?0 But all these names belong to operation. Therefore

this name God signifies His operation and not His nature,

Obj . 2. Further, a thing is named by us as we know it. But
the divine nature is unknown to us. Therefore this name God
does not signify the divine nature.

On the contrary, Ambrose says that God names a nature.81

I answer that, Whence a name is imposed, and what the

name signifies are not always the same thing For just as we
know substance from its properties and operations, so we
sometimes name a substance from some operation or prop-

erty: e,g., we name the substance of a stone from a particular

80 De Fide Orth , I, 9 (PG 94 , 835)*
61 Be Fide, I, x (PL 16, 553}



116 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 13 Art 8

action, namely, that it hurts the foot [leedtt pedem]
;
but still

this name is not meant to signify the particular action, but

the stone’s substance. On the other hand, when the things in

question are known to us m themselves, such as heat, cold,

whiteness, and the like, then they are not named from

other things. Hence, as regards such things, the meaning of

the name and its source are the same.

Because therefore God is not known to us in His nature,

but is made known to us from His operations or His effects,

it is from these that we can name Him, as was said above,

hence this name God is a name of operation so far as relates

to the source of its meaning. For this name is imposed from

His universal providence over all things, since all who speak

of God intend to name God that being which exercises provi-

dence over all. Hence Dionysius says: The Deity watches

over all with perfect providence and goodness

P

But though
taken from this operation, this name God is imposed to sig-

nify the divine nature.

Reply Ob] . 1. All that Damascene says refers to provi-

dence
,

33 which is the source of the signification of the name
God.
Reply Obj. 2. We can name a thing according to the

knowledge we have of its nature from its properties and ef-

fects. Hence because we can know what stone is in itself from
its property, this name stone signifies the nature of stone in

itself, for it signifies the definition of stone, by which we
know what it is, for the essence which the name signifies is

the definition as is said in Metaph. iv.
34 Now from the divine

effects we cannot know the divine nature in itself, so as to

know what it is; but only by way of eminence, causality, and
negation, as was stated above .

35 So it remains that the name
God signifies the divine nature. For this name was imposed
to signify something existing above all things, the principle

of all things, and removed from all things; for this is what
those who name God intend to signify.

33 De Div. Nom , XII, 2 (PG 3, 969)
83 De Fide Orth

, I, 9 (PG
Q4, 836). ^Aristotle, Metaph ., IH, 7 (1012a 23).

85
Q, 12, a. 12*
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Ninth Article

WHETHER THIS NAME GOD IS COMMUNICABLE?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that this name God is communicable,
For whosoever shares in the thing signified by a name shares

in the name itself. But this name God signifies the divine

nature, which is communicable to others, according to the

words, He hath given us great and precious promises, that by
these we may be made partakers of the divine nature (2 Pet .

i. 4). Therefore this name God can be communicated to

others.

Obj. 2. Further, only proper names are not communicable.

Now this name God is not a proper, but an appellative noun;

which appears from the fact that it has a plural, according

to the text, I have said, You are gods (Ps . hood. 6). There^

fore the name God is communicable
Obj

.

3. Further, this name God comes from operation, as

was explained. But other names given to God from His op
erations or effects are communicable

;
as good, wise, and the

like. Therefore this name God is communicable.
On the contrary, It is written: They gave the incommuni-

cable name to wood and stones (Wis. xiv. 21), in reference

to the divine name. Therefore this name God is incommuni-

cable

I answer that, A name is communicable in two ways, prop^

erly, and through likeness. It is properly communicable if its

whole signification can be given to many; through likeness it

is communicable according to some part of the signification

of the name. For instance, this name lion is properly com-

municated to all beings of the same nature as lion
;
through

likeness it is communicable to those who share in something

of the lion’s nature, as for instance courage, or strength, and

such are called lions metaphorically. To know, however, what
names are properly communicable, we must consider that ev-

ery form existing in a singular subject, by which it is individ-

uated, is common to many either in reality or at least in idea;

as human nature is common to many in reality and in idea^

whereas the nature of the sun is not common to many in

reality, but only in idea. For the nature of the sun can

be understood as existing in many subjects; and the rca
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son is because the intellect understands the nature of every

species by abstraction from the singular. Hence, to be in

one singular subject or in many is outside the idea of the

nature of the species So, given the idea of a species, it can be

understood as existing in many. But the singular, from the

fact that it is singular, is divided off from all others. Hence
every name imposed to signify any singular thing is incom-

municable both in reality and idea: for the plurality of this

individual thing cannot be conceived. Hence no name signi-

fying any individual thing is properly communicable to

many, but only by way of likeness, as a person can be called

Achilles metaphorically, because he may possess something

of the characteristics of Achilles, such as strength. On the

other hand, forms which are individualed not by any sup-

positum
, but by and of themselves, as being subsisting forms,

if understood as they are in themselves, could not be com-
municable either in reality or in idea; but only perhaps by
way of likeness, as was said of individuals. But since we are

unable to understand simple self-subsisting forms as they

really are, and we understand them after the manner of com-
posite things having forms in matter, therefore, as was said

in the first article, we give them concrete names signifying a

nature existing in some suppositum. Hence, so far as concerns

names, the same situation applies to names we impose to sig-

nify the nature of composite things as to names given by us

to signify simple subsisting natures.

Since, then, this name God is given to signify the divine

nature, as was stated above, and since the divine nature can-

not be multiplied as was shown above,30 it follows that this

name God is incommunicable in reality, but communicable in

human opinion; just as in the same way this name sun would
be communicable according to the opinion of those who say
there are many suns. Therefore, it is written: You served

them who by nature are not gods (Gal iv. 8) ;
and the Gloss

adds, Gods not in nature
,
but in human opinion?'1 Neverthe-

less, this name God is communicable, not in its whole signifi-

cation, but in some part of it by way of some likeness
;
so that

they are called gods who share in divinity by likeness, ac-

cording to the text, I have said
,
You are gods (Ps . lxxxi. 6).

08
Q. 11, a. 3.

w
Peter Lombard, In Gal

,

super IV, 8 (PL 192,

139) l
cf, Glossa interL (VI, 84V).
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But if any name were given to signify God not as to His
nature but as to His supposition, according as He is com
sidered as this something

,
that name would be absolutely

incommunicable, as, for instance, perhaps the Tetragram-
maton among the Hebrews; and this is like giving to the sun

a name which signifies this individual one.

Reply Obj . x The divine nature is communicable only ac^

cording to the participation of some likeness.

Reply Obj

.

2. This name God is an appellative name, and
not a proper name, for it signifies the divine nature as resid-

ing in some one possessing it; although God Himself in real-

ity is neither universal nor particular. For names do not fol-

low upon the mode of being in things, but upon the mode of

being that things have in our knowledge And yet God is in-

communicable in reality, as was said above concerning the

name sun.

Reply Obj, 3. These names good, wise, and the like, are im-

posed from the perfections proceeding from God to crea-

tures; but they are not meant to signify the divine nature

but rather the perfections themselves absolutely; and there-

fore even in reality they are communicable to many. But this

name God is given to God from His own proper operation,

which we experience continually, to signify the divine nature.

Tenth Article

WHETHER THIS NAME GOD IS APPLIED TO GOD UNIVOCALLY,

BY NATURE, BY PARTICIPATION, AND ACCORDING

TO OPINION?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:

—

Objection x. It seems that this name God is applied to God
univocally by nature, by participation, and according to

opinion. For where a diverse signification exists, there is no

contradiction of affirmation and negation; for equivocation

prevents contradiction. But a Catholic who says: An idol is

not God, contradicts a pagan who says: An idol is God .

Therefore God in both instances is said univocally.

Obj„ 2. Further, as an idol is God in opinion, and notin

truth, so the enjoyment of carnal pleasures is called happi-

ness in opinion, and not in truth. But this name beatitude is

applied univocally to this opined happiness, and also to tru#
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happiness. Therefore this name God is also applied univo-

cally to the true God and to God according to opinion.

Ob], 3. Further, those names are called univocal which are

one in meaning. Now when a Catholic says* There is one

God

,

he understands by the name God an omnipotent being,

and one to be venerated above all things, while the pagan

understands the same when he says. An idol is God There-

fore this name God is applied univocally to both.

On the contrary

,

That which is in the intellect is the like-

ness of what is in the thing, as is said m Periherm. i.
38 But

the word animal, applied to a true animal and to a picture of

one, is used equivocally. Therefore this name God, when
applied to the true God and to God in opinion, is applied

equivocally.

Further, No one can signify what he does not know. But
the pagan does not know the divine nature. So when he says

m idol is God, he does not signify the true Deity. On the

other hand, a Catholic signifies the true Deity when he says

there is one God. Therefore this name God is not applied

univocally, but equivocally, to the true God and to God ac-

cording to opinion.

I answer that, This name God in the three aforesaid sig-

nifications is taken neither univocally nor equivocally, but
analogically. This is apparent from this reason.—Umvocal
names have absolutely the same meaning, while equivocal

names have absolutely diverse meanings; whereas in analogi-

cal, a name taken in one signification must be placed in the

definition of the same name taken in other significations, as,

for instance, being which is applied to substance is placed in

the definition of being as applied to accident
;
and healthy

applied to animal is placed in the definition of healthy as ap-

plied to urine and medicine. For of health in the animal
urine is the sign and medicine the cause.

The same applies to the question at issue. For this name
God

,
as signifying the true God, includes the idea of God

when it is used to signify God according to opinion or by
participation. For when we name anyone god by participa-

tion, we understand by the name god some likeness of the
true God. Likewise, when we call an idol god

,
by this name

god we understand that something is signified which men

Aristotle, Perth,, X (16a 5).
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think to be God. It is thus manifest that God has different

meanings, but that one of them is present in the others.

Hence it is manifestly said analogically

Reply Ob) . 1. The multiplicity of names does not depend
on the predication of a name, but on its signification: for

this name man
,

of whomsoever it is predicated, whether

truly or falsely, is predicated m one sense. But it would be

multiplied if by the name man we meant to signify diverse

things; for instance, if one meant to signify by this name
man what man really is, and another meant to signify by the

same name a stone, or something else Hence it is evident

that a Catholic saying that an idol is not God contradicts

the pagan asserting that it is God, because each of them
uses this name God to signify the true God. For when the

pagan says an idol is God, he does not use this name as

meaning God in opinion, for he would then speak the truth,

as also Catholics sometimes use the name in that s^nse, as

in the Psalm, All the gods 0} the Gentiles are demons (Ps

.

xcv. s).

The same remark applies to the second and third Objec-

tions For those arguments proceed according to a diversity

in the predication of a name, and not according to a diverse

signification.

Reply Ob). 4. Animal applied to a true and a pictured

animal is not said in a purely equivocal way, for the Philoso-

pher takes equivocal names in a large sense, according to

which they include analogous names,39 because being as well,

which is predicated analogically, is something said to be

predicated equivocally of diverse predicaments.

Reply Ob j. 5 Neither a Catholic nor a pagan knows the

very nature of God as it is in itself
;
but each one knows it

according to some idea of causality, or excellence, or remo-

tion as was said above.40 So a pagan can take this name God
in the same way when he says an idol ts God, as the Catholic

does in saying an idol is not God . But if there were someone

entirely ignorant of God, he could not even name Him; un-

less, perhaps, as we utter names the meaning of which we do

not know.

Cat., I (ia 1)
40 Q 12, a. 12.
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Eleventh Article

WHETHER THIS NAME, HE WHO IS, IS THE MOST
PROPER NAME OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article :

—

Objection i. It seems that this name HE WHO IS is not

the most proper name of God. For this name God is an in-

communicable name But this name, HE WHO IS, is not an

incommunicable name. Therefore this name HE WHO IS is

not the most proper name of God.

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says that the name Good ex-

cellently manifests all the processions of GodA1 But it espe-

cially belongs to God to be the universal souice of all things.

Therefore this name GOOD is supremely proper to God, and
not this name HE WHO IS.

Obj. 3. Further, every divine name seems to imply relation

to creatures, for God is known to us only through creatures.

But this name HE WHO IS imports no relation to creatures.

Therefore this name HE WHO IS is not the most proper

name of God.

On the contrary

,

It is written that when Moses asked, If

they should say to me, What is His name ? what shall I say

to them? the Lord answered him, Thus shall thou say to

them, HE WHO IS hath sent me to you (Exod

.

iii. 13, 14).

Therefore this name, HE WHO IS, is the most proper name
of God.

I answer that, This name, HE WHO IS, is the most proper

name of God for three reasons:

—

First, because of its signification. For it does not signify

some form, but being itself. Hence, since the being of God is

His very essence (which can be said of no other being),42 it

is clear that among other names this one most properly

names God; for everything is named according to its essence.

Secondly, because of its universality. For all other names
are either less universal, or, if convertible with it, add some-
thing above it at least in idea; hence in a certain way they
inform and determine it. Now in this life our intellect can-
not know the essence itself of God as it is in itself, but how-
ever it may determine what it understands about God, it falls

*De Dh>. Nom Ill, 1 (PG 3, 680).
43
Q 3, a. 4.
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short of what God is in Himself. Therefore the less deter-

minate the names are, and the more universal and absolute

they are, the more properly are they applied to God. Hence
Damascene says that, he who is is the principal of all names
applied to God; for comprehending all in itself,

it contains

being itself as an infinite and indeterminate sea of sub-

stanceA3 Now by any other name some mode of substance is

expressed determinately, whereas this name he who is de-

termines no mode of being, but is related indeterminately to

all; and that is why it names the infinite ocean of substance

<

Thirdly, from its consigmfication, for it signifies being in

the present
;
and this above all properly applies to God,

whose being knows not past or future

,

as Augustine says 14

Reply Obj . 1. This name he who is is the name of God
more properly than this name God

,

both as regards its source,

namely, being, and as regards the mode of signification and

consignification, as was said above. But as regards the object

intended to be signified by the name, this name God is more
proper, as it is imposed to sigmfy the divine nature; and still

more proper is the name Tetragrammaton, imposed to signify

the substance itself of God, incommunicable and, if one may
so speak, singular.

Reply Ob]. 2. This name Good is the principal name of

God in so far as He is a cause, but not absolutely, for abso-

lutely speaking, being is understood by us before cause.

Reply Obj . 3. It is not necessary that all the divine names
should import relation to creatures

;
it suffices that they be

imposed from some perfections flowing from God to crea-

tures Among these the first is being, from which comes this

name, he who is,

Twelfth Article

WHETHER AFFIRMATIVE PROPOSITIONS CAN BE FORMED
ABOTTT GOD?

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that affirmative propositions cannot

43 De Fide Orth., I, 9 (PG 94, 836).
u Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent >

I, vni, 1 (I, 58) ,
St Isidore, Etymol., VII, t (PL 82, 261) ;

Rhabanu*

Maurus, In Exod., I, 6 (PL 108, 21).
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fcje formed about God. For Dionysius says that negations

about God are true, but affirmations are vague*5

Ob) . 2 . Further, Boethius says that a simple form cannot

be a subject 40 But God is most absolutely a simple form, as

was shown 47 Therefore He cannot be a subject. But every-

thing about which an affirmative proposition is made is taken

as a subject. Therefore an affirmative proposition cannot be
formed about God

Ob). 3. Further, every intellect is false which understands

a thing otherwise than as it is. But God has being without

any composition, as was shown above.48 Therefore, since

every intellect which makes an affirmation understands some-

thing as composite, it seems that a true affirmative proposi-

tion about God cannot be made.
On the contrary

,

What is of faith cannot be false But some
affirmative propositions are of faith, as that God is Three
and One, and that He is omnipotent. Therefore true affirma-

tive propositions can be formed about God.
/ answer that, Affirmative propositions can be truly formed

about God. To prove this we must observe that in every true

affirmative proposition the predicate and the subject must
signify in some way the same thing in reality, and diverse

things in idea. And this appears to be the case both in prop-

ositions which have an accidental predicate and in those

which have a substantial predicate. For it is manifest that

man and white are the same in subject, and diverse in idea;

for the idea of man is one thing, and that of whiteness is an-

other. The same applies when I say, man is an animal, since

the same thing which is man is truly animal; for in the same
suppositum there is both a sensible nature by reason of which
he is called animal, and the rational nature by reason of

which he is called man; hence, here again, predicate and sub-

ject are the same as to suppositum, but diverse as to idea.

But in propositions where the same thing is predicated of it-

self, the same rule in some way applies, inasmuch as the intel-

lect considers as the suppositum what it places in the subject;

and what it places in the predicate it considers as the nature
of the form existing m the suppositum, according to the say-
ing that predicates are taken formally, and subjects mate-
rially . To this diversity in idea corresponds the plurality of

46 De CaeL Hier

,

II, 3 (PG 3, 140).
46 De Trin II (PL 64> 1250).

Q 3, a. 7.
48 Ibid



Q. 13 Art. 12 THE NAMES OF GOD 12S

predicate and subject, while the intellect signifies the identity

of the thing by the composition itself.

God, however, as considered in Himself, is altogether one

and simple, yet our intellect knows Him according to diverse

conceptions because it cannot see Him as He is in Himself.

Nevertheless, although it understands Him under diverse

conceptions, it yet knows that absolutely one and the same
reality corresponds to its conceptions. Therefore the plurality

of predicate and subject represents the plurality of idea; and
the intellect represents the unity by composition.

Reply Ob). 1. Dionysius says that affirmations about God
are vague or, according to another translation, incongruous

,

inasmuch as no name can be applied to God according to its

mode of signification,49 as was said above
Reply Ob] . 2. Our intellect cannot apprehend simple sub-

sisting forms as they really are in themselves; but it appre-

hends them after the manner of composite things in which

there is something taken as subject and something that is in-

herent. Therefore it apprehends the simple form as a subject

and attributes something else to it.

Reply Obj. 3. This proposition, The intellect understand-

ing anything otherwise than it isy is false ,
can be taken in two

senses, according as this adverb otherwise modifies the verb

to understand from the standpoint of the thing understood,

or from the standpoint of the one who understands. Taken as

referring to the thing understood, the proposition is true, and
the meaning is: Any intellect which understands that a thing

is otherwise than it is, is false. But this does not hold in the

present case, because our intellect, in forming a proposition

about God, does not affirm that He is composite, but that He
is simple. But taken as referring to the one who understands,

the proposition is false. For our intellect understands in one

way, and things are in another. Thus it is clear that our intel-

lect understands material things below itself in an immaterial

way; not that it understands them to be immaterial things:

but its way of understanding is immaterial. Likewise, when
it understands simple things above itself, it understands them
according to its own way, which is composite; yet not so as

to understand them to be composite things. And thus our in-

tellect is not false in composing a judgment concerning God

De Cad. Hier., II, 3 (PG 3, 140).



Question XIV

ON GOD’S KNOWLEDGE

{In Sixteen Articles)

Having considered what belongs to the divine substance, Wc
have now to treat of what belongs to God’s operation And
since one kind of operation is immanent, and another kind of

operation proceeds to an exterior effect, we shall treat first

of knowledge and of will 1 (for understanding abides in the

intelligent agent, and will in the one who wills)
;
and after-

wards of the power of God, which is taken to be the prin-

ciple of the divine operation as proceeding to an exterior

effect.
2 Now because to understand is a kind of life, after

treating of the divine knowledge, we must consider the divine

life.
3 And as knowledge concerns truth, we shall have to con-

sider truth4 and falsehood.5 Further, as everything known is

in the knower, and the essences of things as existing m the

knowledge of God are called ideas
,
to the consideration of

knowledge there will have to be added a consideration of

ideas.6

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen points for in-

quiry: (i) Whether there is knowledge in God? (2) Whether
God understands Himself? (3) Whether He comprehends
Himself? (4) Whether His understanding is His substance?

(5) Whether He understands other things besides Himself?

(6) Whether He has a proper knowledge of them? (7)
Whether the knowledge of God is discursive? (8) Whether
the knowledge of God is the cause of things? (9) Whether
God has knowledge of non-existing things? (10) Whether He
has knowledge of evil? (11) Whether He has knowledge of

individual things? (12) Whether He knows the infinite?

(13) Whether He knows future contingent things? (14)
Whether He knows whatever is enunciable? (15) Whether
the knowledge of God is variable? (16) Whether God has
speculative or practical knowledge of things?

10 . 19.
a
Q, 25. *Q. 18.

4
Q. 16.

S Q 17.
4 Q ij.
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First Article

WHETHER THERE IS KNOWLEDGE IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :—

•

Objection 1. It seems that in God there is not knowledge
[scienita] . For knowledge is a habit; and habit does not be-

long to God, since it is the mean between potentiality and
act. Therefore knowledge is not in God.

Obj

.

2. Further, since science is about conclusions, it is a

kind of knowledge caused by something else, namely, the

knowledge of principles. But nothing caused is in God; there-

fore science is not in God.
Obj. 3. Further, all knowledge is universal, or particular.

But in God there is no universal or particular.7 Therefore

there is no knowledge in God.
On the contrary, The Apostle says, 0 the depth of the

riches of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God {Rom. xi.

33 )-

I answer that, In God there exists the most perfect knowl-

edge. To prove this, we must note that knowing beings are

distinguished from non-knowing beings in that the latter pos-

sess only their own form; whereas the knowing being is nat-

urally adapted to have also the form of some other thing, for

the species of the thing known is in the knower. Hence it is

manifest that the nature of a non-knowing being is more con-

tracted and limited; whereas the nature of knowing beings

has a greater amplitude and extension. That is why the Phi-*

losopher says that the soul is in a sense all things .
8 Now the

contraction of a form comes through the matter Hence, as

we have said above, according as they are the more immate-

rial, forms approach more nearly to a kind of infinity.
0

Therefore it is clear that the immateriality of a thing is the

reason why it is cognitive, and that according to the mode of

immateriality is the mode of cognition. Hence, it is said in

De Anima ii. that plants do not know, because of their mate*

riality.10 But sense is cognitive because it can receive species

free from matter; and the intellect is still further cognitive,

because it is more separated from matter and unmixed
,
as iu

7
Q. 13, a 9, ad 4. *De An., Ill, & (431b 31).

B
Q. a. *

“Aristotle, De An., H, 12 (424a 32).
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said in De Anima iii.
11 Since therefore God is in the highest

degree of immateriality, as was stated above,12 it follows that

He occupies the highest place in knowledge.

Reply Ohj. 1. Because perfections flowing from God to

creatures exist in a higher state in God Himself,13 whenever

a name taken from any created perfection is attributed to

God, there must be separated from its signification anything

that belongs to the imperfect mode proper to creatures.

Hence knowledge is not a quality in God, nor a habit; but

substance and pure act.

Reply Ob 2. Whatever is divided and multiplied in crea-

tures exists in God simply and unitedly as was said above.14

Now man has different kinds of knowledge, according to the

different objects of his knowledge. He has understanding as

regards the knowledge of principles; he has science as re-

gards knowledge of conclusions, he has wisdom

,

according

as he knows the highest cause; he has counsel or prudence
,

according as he knows what is to be done. But God knows all

these by one simple act of knowledge, as will be shown.

Hence the simple knowledge of God can be named by all

these names; in such a way, however, that there must be re-

moved from each of them, so far as they are predicated of

God, everything that savors of imperfection; and everything

ihat expresses perfection is to be retained in them. Hence it

is said, With Him is wisdom and strength) He hath counsel

and understanding. (Job xii. 13).

Reply Obj. 3. Knowledge is according to the mode of the

one who knows, for the thing known is in the knower accord-

ing to the mode of the knower. Now since the mode of the

divine essence is higher than that of creatures, divine knowl-
edge does not exist in God after the mode of created knowl-
edge, so as to be universal or particular, or habitual, or po-

tential, or existing according to any such mode.

Second Article

WHETHER GOO UNDERSTANDS HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not understand Him-
11 Op. dt, m, 4 (429a 18; b$) 7, a. x.

M Q 4, a. 2,

"Q a. 4.
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self. For it is said in the Book of Causes
,
Every knower who

knows his own essence returns completely to his own es •

sence,

15 But God does not go out from His own essence, nor

is He moved at all, thus He cannot return to His own es*

sence. Therefore He does not know His own essence.

Obj. 2. Further, to understand is a kind of passion and be-

coming

,

as the Philosopher says; 16 and knowledge also is a
kind of assimilation to the object known, and the thing

known is the perfection of the knower. But nothing becomes,

or suffers, or is made perfect by itself
;
nor

}
as Hilary says, is

a thing its own likeness .

11 Therefore God does not know
Himself.

Obj . 3. Further, we are like to God chiefly in our intellect,

because we are in the image of God in our mind, as Augustine

says.18 But our intellect understands itself only as it under-

stands other things, as is said in Be Anima iii.
10 Therefore

God understands Himself only so far perchance as He under-

stands other things

On the contrary

,

It is written: The things that are 0} God
no man knoweth, but the Spirit of God (1 Cor . ii. 1 1)

.

I answer that
,
God understands Himself through Himself.

In proof whereof it must be known that, although in oper-

ations which pass to an external effect the object of the

operation, which is taken as the term, exists outside the oper-

ator, nevertheless, m operations that remain in the operator,

the object signified as the term of operation resides in the

operator; and according as it is in the operator is the oper-

ation actual. Hence the Philosopher says that the sensible in

act is the sense in act
,
and the intelligible in act is the intel-

lect in act?0 For the reason why we actually feel or know a

thing is because our intellect or sense is actually informed by
the sensible or intelligible species. And because of this only,

it follows that sense or intellect is distinct from the sensible

or intelligible object, since both are in potentiality.

Since therefore God has nothing in Him of potentiality,

but is pure act, His intellect and its object must be altogether

the same; so that He neither is without the intelligible spe-

M De Causis, XV (p 173).
16 De An

,

III, 4 (429b 24) ,* 7 (431a 6).
17 De Trin y III, 23 (PL 10, 92).

18 De Gened ad Litt

,

VTT, 12 (PL

34) 347) ;
Be Tnn., XV, 1 (PL 42, 1057).

10
Aristotle, D« An., Ill*

4 (430a 2).
20 Op. ctt. III, 2 (426a 16) , 4 (430a 3)
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cies, as is the case with our intellect when it understands

potentially, nor does the intelligible species differ from the

substance of the divine intellect, as it differs in our intellect

when it understands actually, but the intelligible species it-

self is the divine intellect itself, and thus God understands

Himself through Himself.

Reply Ob) 1 . To return to its own essence means only that

a thing subsists in itself. Inasmuch as the form perfects the

matter by giving it being, it is in a certain way diffused in it;

and it returns to itself inasmuch as it has being in itself.

Therefore, those cognitive powers which are not subsisting,

but are the acts of organs, do not know themselves, as in

the case of each of the senses
;
whereas those cognitive pow-

ers which are subsisting know themselves, and this is why it

is said in the Book of Causes that whoever knows his essence

returns to it
21 Now it supremely belongs to God to be self-

subsisting. Hence, according to this mode of speaking, He
supremely returns to His own essence and knows Himself,

Reply Ob). 2. Becoming and passion are taken equivocally

when to understand is described as a kind of becoming or

passion, as is stated in De Anima iii.
22 For to understand is

not the motion that is an act of something imperfect passing

from one state to another, but it is an act, existing in the

agent itself, of something perfect. Likewise, that the intellect

is perfected by the intelligible object, i e
,

is assimilated to

it, this belongs to an intellect which is sometimes in poten-

tiality; because the fact of its being in a state of potentiality

makes it differ from the intelligible object and assimilates it

thereto through the intelligible species, which is the likeness

of the thing understood, and makes it to be perfected thereby,

as potentiality is perfected by act. On the other hand, the

divine intellect, which is in no way in potentiality, is not

perfected by the intelligible object, nor is it assimilated

thereto, but is its own perfection and its own intelligible ob-

ject.

Reply Obf. 3. Its physical being does not belong to pri-

mary matter, which is a potentiality, unless it is reduced to

act by a form. Now our possible intellect has the same rela-

tion to intelligible objects as primary matter has to physical

Caum,XV (p. 173).

7 (43 6).

x
Aristotfe, De An., HI, 4 (429b 24)

;
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things, for it is in potentiality as regards intelligible objects,

just as primary matter is to physical things. Hence our pos-

sible intellect can be exercised concerning intelligible objects

only so far as it is perfected by the intelligible species of

something
,
and thus it understands itself by an intelligible

species, in the same way that it understands othei things* for

it is manifest that by knowing the intelligible object it under-

stands also its own act of understanding, and by this act

knows the intellectual power But God is as pure act both

in the order of being, as also in the order of intelligible ob-

jects; therefore He understands Himself through Himself.

Third Article

WHETHER GOD COMPREHENDS HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not comprehend Him-
self. For Augustine says, that whatever comprehends itself is

finite to itself.
23 But God is in all ways infinite. Therefore He

does not comprehend Himself.

Obj 2. If it be said that God is infinite to us, and finite to

Himself, it can be urged to the contrary, that everything in

God is truer than it is in us. If therefore God is finite to Him-
self, but infinite to us, then God is more truly finite than

infinite; which is against what was laid down above .
24 There-

fore God does not comprehend Himself.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says, Everything that under-

stands itself,
comprehends itself

25 But God understands Him-
self. Therefore He comprehends Himself.

I answer that

,

God comprehends Himself perfectly, as can

be thus proved. A thing is said to be comprehended when the

end of the knowledge of it is attained, and this is accom-

plished when it is known as perfectly as it is knowable.

Thus, a demonstrable proposition is comprehended when
known by demonstration, not, however, when it is known by
some probable argument. Now it is manifest that God knows

Himself as perfectly as He is perfectly knowable. For every-

thing is knowable according to the mode of its actuality,

since a thing is not known according as it is in potentiality,

n
Lib. 83 Qwest q. 15 (PL 40, 15).

21
Q. 7, a. 1. ^ Lib. 83

Qwestv q. 15 (PL 40, 15).
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but in so far as it is in actuality, as said in Metaph. ix .

26

Now the power of God in knowing is as great as His actuality

m existing
;
because it is from the fact that He is in act and

free from all matter and potentiality, that God is cognitive,

as was shown above. Whence it is manifest that He knows

Himself as much as He is knowable; and for that reason He
perfectly comprehends Himself.

Reply Obj. 1 The strict meaning of comprehension sig-

nifies that one thing possesses and includes another; and in

this sense everything comprehended is finite, as also is every-

thing included in another. But God is not said to be compre-

hended by Himself in this sense, as if His intellect were

another reality apart from Himself which contained and in-

cluded Him; such ways of speaking are rather to be taken by
way of negation. For just as God is said to be in Himself in-

asmuch as He is not contained by anything outside of Him-
self

;
so He is said to be comprehended by Himself inasmuch

as nothing in Himself is hidden from Him. For Augustine

says that The whole is comprehended when seen
, if it is seen

in such a way that nothng of it is hidden from the seer™
Reply Obj . 2. When it is said, God is finite to Himself

,

this

is to be understood according to a certain proportional like-

ness, because He has the same relation in not exceeding His
intellect, as anything finite has in not exceeding a finite in-

tellect. But God is not to be called finite to Himself in the

sense that He understands Himself to be something finite.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE ACT OF GOD’S INTELLECT IS HIS

SUBSTANCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article ;

—

Objection 1. It seems that the act of God’s intellect is not
His substance. For to understand is an operation. But an
operation signifies something proceeding from the operator.

Therefore the act of God’s intellect is not His substance.

Obj. 2. Further, to understand one’s act of understanding
Is to understand something that is neither great nor chiefly

understood, but secondary and accessory. If therefore God

m
Aristotle, Metaph, VIII, 9 (1051a 31),

(PXr 33} 606).

*Epist. CXLVII, 9
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be His own act of understanding, His act of understanding

will be as when we understand our act of understanding: and
thus God’s act of understanding will not be something ‘great.

Ob). 3. Further, every act of understanding involves un-

derstanding something. When therefore God understands

Himself, if He Himself is not distinct from this act of under-

standing, He understands that He understands, and that He
understands that He understands Himself

;
and so on to in-

finity. Therefore the act of God’s intellect is not His sub-

stance.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says, In God to be is the same
as to be wise .

28 But to be wise is the same thing as to under-

stand. Therefore in God to be is the same thing as to under-

stand. But God’s being is His substance, as was shown
above.29 Therefore the act of God’s intellect is His substance.

I answer that
, It must be said that the act of God’s intel-

lect is His substance. For if His act of understanding were

other than His substance, then something else, as the Phi-

losopher says,30 would be the act and perfection of the divine

substance, to which the divine substance would be related as

potentiality is to act; which is altogether impossible, because

the act of understanding is the perfection and act of the one

understanding. Let us now consider how this is. As was laid

down above, to understand is not an act passing to anything

extrinsic, but it remains m the operator as his own act and
perfection; as being is the perfection of the one existing: for

just as being follows on the form, so in like manner to under-

stand follows on the intelligible species. Now in God there is

no form which is something other than His being, as was
shown above 31 Hence, as His essence itself is also His intelli-

gible species, it necessarily follows that His act of under-

standing must be His essence and His being.

Thus it follows from all the foregoing that in God intellect,

the object understood, the intelligible species, and His act of

understanding are entirely one and the same. Hence, when
God is said to be understanding, no multiplicity is attached

to His substance.

Reply Obj. 1. To understand is not an operation proceed-

ing out of the operator, but remaining in him.

Reply Obj. 2. When that act of understanding which is

28 De Trin VIE, 2; VI, 4 (PL 42, 936; 927).
30
Q. 3» a. 4.

80 Metaph.j XI, 9 (1074b 18).
31
Q. 3, a. 4.
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not subsistent is understood, something great is not under-

stood; as when we understand our act of understanding, and
so thi£ cannot be likened to the act of the divine understand-

ing which is subsistent.

Thus appears the Reply to Obj . 3. For the act of divine

understanding, which subsists in itself, belongs to its very-

self and is not another’s, hence it need not proceed to in-

finity.

Fifth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS THINGS OTHER THAN HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know other things

besides Himself. For all other things but God are outside of

God. But Augustine says that God does not behold anything

out of Himself 32 Therefore He does not know things other

than Himself

Obj. 2. Further, the object understood is the perfection of

the one who understands. If therefore God understands other

things besides Himself, something else will be the perfection

of God, and will be nobler than He
;
which is impossible.

Obj. 3. Further, the act of understanding is specified by
the intelligible object, as is every other act from its own ob-

ject. Hence the intellectual act is so much the nobler, the

nobler the object understood But God is His own intellectual

act, as is clear from what has been said. If therefore God
understands anything other than Himself, then God Himself
is specified by something other than Himself

;
which cannot

be. Therefore He does not understand things other than
Himself.

On the contrary, It is written: All things are naked and
open to His eyes (Heb . iv, 13).

I answer that, God necessarily knows things other than
Himself. For it is manifest that He perfectly understands
Himself; otherwise His being would not be perfect, since His
being is His act of understanding. Now if anything is per-

fectly known, it follows of necessity that its power is per-

fectly known. But the power of anything can be perfectly

known only by knowing to what that power extends. Since,

**Ltb. 83 Quaest, q. 46 (PL 40, 30).
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therefore, the divine power extends to other things by the

very fact that it is the first effective cause of all things, as is

clear from the aforesaid/3 God must necessarily know things

other than Himself. And this appears still more plainly if we
add that the very being of the first efficient cause—viz., God
—is His own act of understanding. Hence whatever effects

pre-exist in God, as in the first cause, must be in His act of

understanding, and they must be there m an intelligible way:
for everything which is in another is in it according to the

mode of that in which it is.

Now m order to know how God knows things other than

Himself, we must consider that a thing is known m two
ways: in itself, and in another A thing is known in itself

when it is known by the proper species adequate to the know-
able object itself; as when the eye sees a man through the

species of a man A thing is seen m another through the spe-

cies of that which contains it, as when a part is seen in the

whole through the species of the whole, or when a man is

seen in a mirror through the species of the mirror, or by any
other way by which one thing is seen in another.

So we say that God sees Himself in Himself, because He
sees Himself through His essence; and He sees other things,

not in themselves, but m Himself, inasmuch as His essence

contains the likeness of things other than Himself.

Reply Ob). 1. The passage of Augustine in which it is said

that God sees nothing outside Himself is not to be taken in

such a way, as if God saw nothing that was outside Himself,

but in the sense that what is outside Himself He does not see

except in Himself, as was explained above.

Reply Obf. 2. The object understood is a perfection of the

one understanding, not by its substance, but by its species,

according to which it is in the intellect as its form and per-

fection, For, as is said in De Anima iii,
34 a stone is not in the

soul, but its species Now those things which are other than

God are understood by God inasmuch as the essence of God
contains their species, as was explained above, and hence it

does not follow that anything is the perfection of the divine

intellect other than the divine essence.

Reply Obf. 3. The intellectual act is not specified by what
is understood in another, but by the principal object under-

33 Q 2, a. 3 ^Aristotle, De An, III, 8 (431b 29).
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$tood in which other things are understood For the intel-

lectual act is specified by its object inasmuch as the intelli-

gible form is the principle of the intellectual operation, since

every operation is specified by the form which is its principle

of operation, as heating by heat. Hence the intellectual op-

eration is specified by that intelligible form which makes the

intellect to be in act. And this is the species of the principal

thing understood, which in God is nothing but His own es-

sence in which all the species of things are comprehended.

Hence it does not follow that the divine intellectual act, or

rather God Himself, is specified by anything other than the

divine essence itself.

Sixth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS THINGS OTHER THAN HIMSELF
BY PROPER KNOWLEDGE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article ,

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know things other

than Himself by proper knowledge. For, as was shown, God
knows things other than Himself according as they are in

Him. But other things are m Him as in their common and
universal first cause, and are therefore known by God as in

their first and universal cause. This is to know them by gen-

eral, and not by proper, knowledge. Therefore God knows
things besides Himself by general, and not by proper knowl-
edge,

Obj . 2. Further, the created essence is as distant from the

divine essence, as the divine essence is distant from the cre-

ated essence. But the divine essence cannot be known through
the created essence, as was said above.35 Therefore neither

can the created essence be known through the divine essence.

Thus, as God knows only by His essence, it follows that He
does not know what the creature is in its essence, so as to

know what it is, which is to have a proper knowledge of it.

Obj. 3 Further, proper knowledge of a thing can come
only through its proper likeness. But as God knows allthings

by His essence, it seems that He does not know each thing
by its proper likeness; for one thing cannot be the proper
likeness of many and diverse things. Therefore God has not

2, a. 2,



Q 14 Art 6 ON GOD’S KNOWLEDGE 13>

a proper knowledge of things, but a general Knowledge; for

to know things otherwise than by their proper likeness is to

have only a common knowledge of them.

On the contrary

,

To have a proper knowledge of things is

to know them not only in general, but as they are distinct

from each other. Now God knows things in that manner*
Hence it is written that He reaches even to the division of

the soul and the spirit
, of the joints also and the marrow,

and
is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart; nei-

ther is there any creature invisible in His sight (Heb . iv. 12,

13)-

I answer that, Some have erred on this point, saying that

God knows things other than Himself only in general, that is,

only as beings .

36 For as fire, if it knew itself as the principle

of heat, would know the nature of heat, and all things else

in so far as they are hot; so God, through knowing Himself

as the source of being, knows the nature of being, and all

other things in so far as they are beings.

But this cannot be. For to know a thing in general, and
not in particular, is to have an imperfect knowledge of it.

Hence our intellect, when it is reduced from potentiality to

act, acquires first a universal and confused knowledge of

things, before it knows them in particular; as proceeding

from the imperfect to the perfect, as is clear from Physics i
37

If therefore the knowledge of God regarding things other

than Himself were only universal and not particular, it would
follow that His understanding would not be absolutely per-

fect; therefore neither would His being. And this is against

what was said above .
38 We must therefore say that God

knows things other than Himself with a proper knowledge,

not only in so far as being is common to them, but in so far

as one is distinguished from the other.

In proof thereof we may observe that some, wishing to

show that God knows many things by one means, bring for-

ward some examples, as, for instance, that if the center knew
itself, it would know all lines that proceed from the center

;

S9>

or if light knew itself, it would know all colors ,

40 Now al-

though these examples are similar in part, namely, as regards

"Attributed to Averroes by St. Thomas, In I Sent., d. xxxv, q. 1,

a. 3. ^Aristotle, Phys I, x (184a 22).
38
Q, 4, a. 1,

30
Cf.

Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol

,
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40
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VII, 2 (PG 3, 870).
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universal causality, nevertheless they fail in this respect, that

multitude and diversity are caused by the one universal

principle, not as regards that which is the principle of dis-

tinction, but only as regards that in which they communi-
cate. For the diversity of colors is not caused by the light

only, but by the diverse disposition of the diaphanous me-
dium which receives it, and likewise, the diversity of the

lines is caused by their diverse position. Hence it is that this

kind of diversity and multitude cannot be known in its prin-

ciple by a proper knowledge, but only in a general way. In
God, however, it is otherwise For it was shown above that

whatever perfection exists in any creature wholly pre-exists

and is contained in God in an excelling manner .

41 Now not

only what is common to creatures—viz., being—belongs to

their perfection, but also what makes them distinguished

from each other; as living and understanding, and the like,

whereby living beings are distinguished from the non-living,

and the intelligent from the non-intelligent Likewise, every

form whereby each thing is constituted in its own species is

a perfection. Hence it is that all things pre-exist in God, not
only as regards what is common to all, but also as regards

what distinguishes one thing from another. And theiefore as
God contains all perfections in Himself, the essence of God
is compared to all other essences of things, not as the com-
mon to the proper, as unity is to numbers, or as the center

[of a circle] to the radii, but as perfect act to imperfect acts;

as if I were to compare man to animal, or six, a perfect num-
ber, to the imperfect numbers contained under it. Now it is

manifest that by a perfect act imperfect acts can be known
not only in general but also by proper knowledge; thus, for

example, whoever knows a man, knows an animal by proper
knowledge, and whoever knows the number six, knows the

number three also by proper knowledge.

Since therefore the essence of God contains in itself all

the perfection contained in the essence of any other being,

and far more, God can know all things in Himself with a
proper knowledge. For the nature proper to each thing con-
sists in some particular participation of the divine perfection.

Now God could not be said to know Himself perfectly unless

He knew all the ways in which His own perfection can be

41
Q. 4, a. 2.
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shared by others Neither could He know the very nature

of being perfectly, unless He knew all the ways of being.

Hence it is manifest that God knows all things with a proper

knowledge, according as they are distinguished from each

other.

Reply Obj. 1. Thus to know a thing as it is in tho knower
may be understood in two ways. In one way, according as

this adverb thus imports the mode of knowledge on the part

of the thing known; and in that sense it is false. For the

knower does not always know the object known according to

the being it has in the knower
,
since the eye does not know

a stone according to the being it has in the eye, but by the

species of the stone which is in it the eye knows the stone

according to its being outside the eye. And even if any
knower should know the object known according to the being

it has in the knower, the knower nevertheless knows it ac-

cording to its being outside the knower; thus the intellect

knows a stone according to the intelligible being it has in

the intellect, inasmuch as it knows that it understands
;
and

yet it knows the being of a stone in its own nature. If how-
ever the adverb thus be understood to import the mode [of

knowledge] on the part of the knower, in that sense it is true

that only the knower has knowledge of the object known as

it is in the knower
;
for the more perfectly the thing known is

in the knower, the more perfect is the mode of knowledge

We must say therefore that God knows not only that

things are in Him, but, by the fact that they are in Him, He
knows them in their own nature, and all the more perfectly

i

the more perfectly each one is in Him.
Reply Obj. 2. The created essence is compared to the es-

sence of God as the imperfect to the perfect act Therefore

the created essence cannot sufficiently lead us to the knowl-

edge of the divine essence, but rather the converse.

Reply Obj. 3. The same thing cannot be considered as the

proportioned likeness of diverse things. But the divine es-

sence excels all creatures. Hence it can be taken as the proper

likeness of each thing according to the diverse ways in which

diverse creatures participate in it and imitate it.
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Seventh Article

WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OE GOD IS DISCURSIVE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is dis-

cursive For the knowledge of God is not habitual knowledge,

but actual knowledge. Now the Philosopher says The ha-

bitual knowledge may regard many things at once; but ac-

tual understanding regards only one thing at a time *2 There-

fore as God knows many things, Himself and others, as was

shown above, it seems that He dees not understand all at

once, but proceeds from one to another.

Obj. 2. Further, to know the effect through its cause be-

longs to discursive knowledge. But God knows other things

through Himself, as effects through their cause. Therefore

His knowledge is discursive.

Obj . 3. Further, God knows each creature anore perfectly

than we know it. But we know the effects in their created

causes; and thus we go discursively from causes to things

caused. Therefore it seems that the same applies to God.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says, God does not see all

things in their particularity or separately, as if He looked

first here and then there; but He sees all things together at

oncefi2

I answer that, In the divine knowledge there is no dis-

cursiveness; the proof of which is as follows. In our knowl-

tidge there is a twofold discursion. One is according to suc-

cession only, as when we have actually understood anything,

we turn ourselves to understand something else; while the

other mode of discursion is according to causality, as when
through principles we arrive at the knowledge of conclusions.

The first kind of discursion cannot belong to God. For many
things, which we understand in succession if each is con-

sidered in itself, we understand simultaneously if we see them
In some one thing; if, for instance, we understand the parts

In the whole, or see different things in a mirror. Now God sees

all things in one thing alone, which is Himself. Therefore
God sees all things together, and not successively. Likewise
the second mode of discursion cannot be applied to GocL

m Top„n
t
iq (114b 34). Trin

,,
XV, 14 (PL 42, 1077).
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First, because this second mode of discursion presupposes
the first, for whosoever proceeds from principles to conclu-

sions does not consider both at once, secondly, because to

advance thus is to proceed from the known to the unknown.
Hence it is manifest that when the first is known, the second
is still unknown; and thus the second is known not in the

first, but from the first. Now the term of discursive reasoning

is attained when the second is seen in the first, by resolving

the effects into their causes, and then the discursion ceases.

Hence as God sees His effects in Himself as in their cause,

His knowledge is not discursive.

Reply Obj. i. Although the act of understanding is one in

itself, nevertheless many things may be understood in some-
thing one, as was shown above.

Reply Obj , 2. God does not know first a cause and then,

through it, its hitherto supposedly unknown effects; He
knows the effects in the cause, and hence His knowledge is

not discursive, as was shown above.

Reply Obj, 3. It is true that God sees the effects of created

causes in the causes themselves, much better than we can;

but still not in such a manner that the knowledge of the ef-

fects is caused in Him by the knowledge of the created

causes, as is the case with us; and hence His knowledge is

not discursive.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS THE CAUSE OF
THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is not the

cause of things. For Origen says (on Rom, viii. 30) ; A thing

will not happen
,
because God knows it as future ,

but because

it is future}
it is on that account known by God before il

exists

y

Obj, 2, Further, given the cause, the effect follows. But
the knowledge of God is eternal. Therefore if the knowledge

of God is the cause of created things, it seems that creatures

are eternal.

Obj, 3. Further, The knowable thing is prior to knowledge,

u ln Rom,, VIE super VIII, 30 (PG 14, 1126).
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and is its measure

,

as the Philosopher says 45 But what is

posterior and measured cannot be a cause. Therefore the

knowledge of God is not the cause of things.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Not because they are,

does God know all creatures spiritual and temporal
,
but be-

cause He knows them, therejore they are ,
46

I answer that, The knowledge of God is the cause of things.

For the knowledge of God is to all creatures what the knowl-

edge of the artificer is to things made by his art. Now the

knowledge of the artificer is the cause of the things made by
his art from the fact that the artificer works through his in-

tellect. Hence the foim in the intellect must be the principle

of action, as heat is the principle of heating. Nevertheless,

we must observe that a natural form, being a form that re

mains in that to which it gives being, denotes a principle

of action according only as it has an inclination to an effect;

and likewise, the intelligible form does not denote a principle

of action in so far as it resides in the one who understands

unless there is added to it the inclination to an effect, which

inclination is through the will. For since the intelligible form
has a relation to contraries (inasmuch as the same knowledge

relates to contraiies), it would not produce a determinate

effect unless it were determined to one thing by the appetite,

as the Philosopher says 47 Now it is manifest that God causes

things by His intellect, since His being is His act of under-

standing; and hence His knowledge must be the cause of

things, in so far as His will is joined to it. Hence the knowl-

edge of God as the cause of things is usually called the

knowledge 0} approbation .

Reply Ob3, 1. Origen48 spoke in reference to that aspect

of knowledge to which the idea of causality does not belong

unless the will is joined to it, as is said above.

But when he says that the reason why God foreknows

some things is because they are future, this must be under-

stood according to the cause of consequence, and not accord-

ing to the cause of being. For if things are in the future, it

follows that God foreknows them; but the futurity of things

is not the cause why God knows them.
Reply Ob3. 2. The knowledge of God is the cause of things
**

Aristotle, Metaph IX, 1 (1053a 33).
46 De Trin XV, 13 (PL

42, 1076); VI, 10 (PL 42, 931).
47
Aristotle, Metaph., VHI, 5

(1048a 11)
18
In Rom., VII, super VIII, 30 (PG 14, 1126).
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according as things are in His knowledge. But that things

should be eternal was not in the knowledge of God; hence, al-

though the knowledge of God is eternal, it does not follow

that creatures are eternal.

Reply Obj. 3. Natural things are midway between the

knowledge of God and our knowledge: for we receive knowl-

edge from natural things, of which God is the cause by His

knowledge. Hence, just as the natural things that can be

known by us are prior to our knowledge, and are its measure,

so the knowledge of God is prior to them, and is their meas-

ure; as, for instance, a house is midway between the knowl-

edge of the builder who made it, and the knowledge of the

one who gathers his knowledge of the house from the house

already built.

Ninth Aiticle

WHETHER GOD HAS KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS THAT ARE NOT?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God has not knowledge of things

that are not For the knowledge of God is of true things. But
truth and being are convertible terms. Therefore the knowl-

edge of God is not of things that are not.

Ob) 2. Further, knowledge requires likeness between the

knower and the thing known. But those things that are not

cannot have any likeness to God, Who is very being. There-

fore what is not, cannot be known by God.

Ob). 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the cause of what
is known by Him. But it is not the cause of things that are

not, because a thing that is not has no cause. Therefore God
has no knowledge of things that are not.

On the contrary

,

The Apostle says: Who . . . calleth

those things that are not as those that are {Rom. iv. 17).

I answer that
, God knows all things whatsoever that in any

way are. Now it is possible that things that are not absolutely

should be in a certain sense. For, absolutely speaking, those

things are which are actual; whereas things, which are not

actual, are in the power either of God Himself or of a crea-

ture, whether in active power, or passive, whether in the

power of thought or of imagination, or of any other kind

whatsoever. Whatever therefore can be made, or thought, or

said by the creature, as also whatever He Himself can do,



144 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 14. Art 10

all are known to God, although they are not actual. And to

this extent it can be said that He has knowledge even of

things that are not.

Now, among the things that are not actual, a certain dif-

ference is to be noted. For though some of them may not

be in act now, still they have been, or they will be, and God
is said to know all these with the knowledge of vision : for

since God’s act of understanding, which is His being, is

measured by eternity, and since eternity is without succes-

sion, comprehending all time, the present glance of God ex-

tends over all time, and to all things which exist in any time,

as to objects present to Him. But there are other things m
God’s power, or the creature’s, which nevertheless are not,

nor will be, nor have been; and as regards these He is said

to have the knowledge, not of vision, but of simple intelli-

gence . This is so called because the things we see around us
have distinct being outside the seer.

Reply Obj. 1. Those things that are not actual are true in

so far as they are in potentiality, for it is true that they are

in potentiality; and as such they are known by God.
Reply Obj. 2. Since God is very being, everything is in

so far as it participates in the likeness of God; as everything

is hot in so far as it participates in heat. So, things in po-
tentiality are known by God, even though they are not in

act
Reply Obj. 3. The knowledge of God is the cause of things

when the will is joined to it Hence it is not necessary that

whatever God knows should be, or have been or is to be; but
this is necessary only as regards what He wills to be, or per-

mits to be. Further, it is not in the knowledge of God that
these things be, but that they be possible.

Tenth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS EVIL THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It seems that God does not know evil things,,

For the Philosopher says that the intellect which is not in

potentiality does not know privation.49 But evil is the priva-
tion of good

,

as Augustine says.50 Therefore, as the intellect

*
1

0

$ An., Ill, 6 (430b 23). ™ Confess. IH * (PL 32, 688).
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of God is never in potentiality, but always in act, as is clear

from the foregoing, it seems that God does not know evil

things.

Obj. 2. Further, all knowledge is either the cause of the

thing known, or is caused by it. But the knowledge of God
is not the cause of evil, nor is it caused by evil. Therefore
God does not know evil things.

Obj. 3. Further, everything known is known either by it*

likeness, or by its opposite. But whatever God knows, He
knows through His essence, as is clear from the foregoing.

Now neither is the divine essence the likeness of evil, nor is

evil its contrary; for the divine essence has no contrary, as

Augustine says 51 Therefore God does not know evil things.

Ob] 4. Further, what is known through another, and not

through itself, is imperfectly known. But evil is not known
by God through itself, otherwise evil would be in God, for

the thing known must be m the knower. Therefore if evil is

known through something else, namely, through good, it

will be known by Him imperfectly; which cannot be, for the

knowledge of God is not imperfect. Therefore God does not

know evil things.

On the contrary
, It is written (Prov . xv. 11), Hell and

destruction are before God .

1 answer that, Whoever knows a thing perfectly must
know all that can occur to it. Now there are some good things

to which corruption by evil may occur. Hence God would
not know good things perfectly, unless He also knew evil

things. Now a thing is knowable in the degree in which it is;

hence, since this is the essence of evil that it is the privation

of good, by the very fact that God knows good things, He
also knows evil things; as by light Jaikness is known. Hence
Dionysius says: God through Htmself receives the vision

of darkness, not otherwise seeing darkness except through

light?2

Reply Obj. 1. The saying of the Philosopher must be un-

derstood as meaning that the intellect which is not in poten-

tiality does not know privation by a privation existing in it
7

and this agrees with what he had said previously, that a point

and every indivisible thing are known by privation of divi-

sion. This is because simple and indivisible forms are in our
151 De Civit. Dei, XII, 2 (PL 41, 350).

62 De Div . Rom.. VII, 1

(PG 3, 869).
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intellect, not actually, but only potentially; for were they in

our intellect actually, they would not be known by privation.

It is thus that simple things are known by separate sub-

stances. God therefore knows evil, not by a privation exist-

ing in Himself, but by its opposite, the good.

Reply Ob 2. The knowledge of God is not the cause of

evil, it is the cause of the good whereby evil is known
Reply Obj. 3. Although evil is not opposed to the divine

essence, which is not corruptible by evil, it is opposed to the

effects of God, which He knows by His essence, and know-
ing them, He knows the opposite evils

Reply Obj. 4. To know a thing by something else only, be-

longs to imperfect knowledge, if that thing is knowable in

itself, but evil is not knowable in itself because the very na-

ture of evil consists in the privation of good
;
therefore evil

can neither be defined nor known except by good.

Eleventh Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS SINGULAR THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know singular

things For the divine intellect is more immaterial than the

human intellect Now the human intellect, by reason of its

immateriality, does not know singular things; but as the

Philosopher says, reason has to do with umversals
,
sense

wtth singular things .
53 Therefore God does not know singular

things.

Obj 2. Further, in us those powers alone know the singu-

lar, which receive the species not abstracted from material

conditions. But in God things are in the highest degree ab-

stracted from all materiality. Therefore God does not know
singular things

Obj . 3. Further, all knowledge comes about through some
likeness. But the likeness of singular things, in so far as they
are singular, does not seem to be in God; for the principle of

singularity is matter, which, since it is in potentiality only,

is altogether unlike God, Who is pure act. Therefore God
cannot know singular things.

**De An.. IE 5 (417b 22)
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On the contrary, It is written (Prov . xvi. 2), All the ways
of a man are open to His eyes.

I answer that, God knows singular things For all perfec-

tions found in creatures pre-exist in God in a higher way, as

is clear from the foregoing 5i Now to know singular things is

part of our perfection Hence God must know singular things.

Even the Philosopher considers it incongruous that anything
known by us should be unknown to God, and thus against

Empedocles he argues that God would be most ignorant ij

He did not know discord 55 Now the perfections which are

found divided among inferior beings exist simply and unitedly

in God
;
hence, although by one power we know the universal

and immaterial, and by another we know singular and ma-
terial things, nevertheless God knows both by His simple in-

tellect

Now some, wishing to show how this can be, said that God
knows singular things through universal causes .

50 For noth-

ing exists m any singular thing that does not arise from some
universal cause They give the example of an astronomer
who knows all the universal movements of the heavens, and
can thence foretell all eclipses that are to come This, how-
ever, is not enough, for from universal causes singular things

acquire certain forms and powers which, however they may
be joined together, are not individuated except by individual

matter. Hence he who knows Socrates because he is white, or

because he is the son of Sophroniscus, or because of some-
thing of that kind, would not know him in so far as he is this

particular man. Hence, following the above explanation, God
would not know singular things in their singularity

On the other hand, others have said that God knows singu-

lar things by the application of universal causes to particular

effects .

57 But this will not hold
,
for no one can apply a thing

to another unless he first knows that other thing. Hence the

said application cannot be the reason of knowing the particu-

lar
;

it rather presupposes the knowledge of singular things.

Therefore we must propose another explanation. Since

God is the cause of things by His knowledge, as was stated

above, His knowledge extends as far as His causality extends.

Hence, as the active power of God extends not only to forms,
W
Q. 4, a 2.

65 De An

,

I, $ (410b 4) ;
Metaph

,

H, 4 (1000b 3).
66 Cf Avicenna, Metaph , VIII, 6 (loorb). 67

Cf. Averroes, Destruct*.

Destruct., XI (IX, 47rb)

,
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which are the source of universality, but also to matter, as

we shall prove further on, the knowledge of God must extend

to singular things, which are individuated by matter.38 For

since He knows things other than Himself by His essence, as

being the likeness of things, or as their active principle, His

essence must be the sufficing principle of knowing all things

made by Him, not only in the universal, but also in the singu-

lar. The same would apply to the knowledge of the artificer,

if it were productive of the whole thing, and not only of the

form.

Reply Obj, 1. Our intellect abstracts the intelligible species

from the individuating principles; hence the intelligible spe-

cies in our intellect cannot be the likeness of the individual

principles, and on that account our intellect does not know
the singular. But the intelligible species in the divine intel-

lect, which is the essence of God, is immaterial not by ab-

straction, but of itself, being the principle of all the principles

which enter into the composition of the thing, whether these

be principles of the species or principles of the individual;

hence by it God knows not only universal^ but also singular

things.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the species in the divine intellect

has no material conditions in its being like the species re-

ceived in the imagination and sense, yet it extends to both
immaterial and material things through its power.

Reply Obj. 3. Although matter, because of its potentiality,

recedes from likeness to God, yet, even in so far as it has
being in this wise, it retains a certain likeness to the divine

being.

Twelfth Article

WHETHER GOD CAN KNOW INFINITE THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God cannot know infinite

things. For the infinite, as such, is unknown, since the in-

finite is that which, to those who measure it
} leaves always

something more to be measured
,
as the Philosopher says.59

Moreover, Augustine says that whatever is comprehended by

°*Q- 44, a. 2. "Phys„ HE 6 (207a 7).
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knowledge is bounded by the comprehension of the knowerP0

Now infinite things have no boundary. Therefore they can-

not be comprehended by the knowledge of God
Obj. 2. Further, if it be said that things infinite in them-

selves are finite in God’s knowledge, against this it may be
urged that the essence of the infinite is that it is untraversa-*

ble, and of the finite that it is traversable, as is said in Phy-
sics iii.

61 But the infinite is not traversable either by the

finite or by the infinite, as is proved in Physics vi 02 There-
fore the infinite cannot be bounded by the finite, nor even
by the infinite; and so the infinite cannot be finite in God’s
knowledge, which is infinite.

Ob). 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the measure of

what is known. But it is contrary to the essence of the infi-

nite that it be measured. Therefore infinite things cannot be

known by God.
On the contrary

,

Augustine says, Although we cannot

number the infinite
,
nevertheless it can be comprehended by

Him whose knowledge has no number

,

63

/ answer that

,

Since God knows not only things actual but

also things possible to Himself or to created things, as was
shown above, and since these must be infinite, it must be
held that He knows infinite things Although the knowledge

of vision
,
which has relation only to things that are, or will

be, or have been, is not of infinite things, as some say,64 for

we do not hold that the world is eternal, nor that generation

and movement will go on for ever, so that individuals be in-

finitely multiplied; yet, if we consider more attentively, we
must hold that God knows infinite things even by the knowl-

edge of vision For God knows even the thoughts and affec-

tions of hearts, which will be multiplied to infinity since

rational creatures will endure forever,

The reason of this is* to be found in the fact that the

knowledge of every knower is measured by the mode of the

form which is the principle of knowledge. For the sensible

species in the sense is the likeness of only one individual

thing, and can give the knowledge of only one individual.

But the intelligible species in our intellect is the likeness of

the thing as regards its specific nature, which is participate
60 De Civit Dei, XII, 18 (PL 41, 368).

81
Aristotle, Phys,, III, 4

(204a 3). ^Op. cit., VI, 7 (238b 17) Civit. jDei, XU, 18

(PL 41, 368). “ Cf. q, 7, a. 4; q. 46, a. 2, ad 8.
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by infinite particulars. Hence our intellect by the intelligible

species of man in a certain way knows infinite men, not how-
ever as distinguished from each other, but as communicating

in the nature of the species, and the reason is because the

intelligible species of our intellect is the likeness of man, not

as to the individual principles, but as to the principles of

the species. On the other hand, the divine essence, whereby
the divine intellect understands, is a sufficing likeness of all

things that are, or can be, not only as regards the universal

principles, but also as regards the principles proper to each

one, as was shown above. Hence it follows that the knowl-

edge of God extends to infinite things, even according as

they are distinct from each other.

Reply Ob] 1 The idea of the infinite pertains to quantity,

as the Philosopher says 05 But the idea of quantity implies

an order of parts. Therefore to know the infinite according

to the mode of the infinite is to know part after part; and in

this way the infinite cannot be known, for whatever quantity

of parts be taken, there will always remain something else

outside. But God does not know the infinite, or infinite

things, as if He enumerated part after part, since He knows
all things simultaneously and not successively, as was said

above. Hence there is nothing to prevent Him from knowing
infinite things.

Reply Obj. 2. Transition imports a certain succession of

parts, and hence it is that the infinite cannot be traversed

by the finite, nor by the infinite But equality suffices for

comprehension, because that is said to be comprehended
which has nothing outside the comprehender. Hence, it is

not against the idea of the infinite to be comprehended by
the infinite. And so, what is infinite in itself can be called

finite to the knowledge of God as comprehended, but not as

If it were traversable.

Reply Obj. 3. The knowledge of God is the measure of

things, not quantitatively, for the infinite is not subject to

this kind of measure, but because it measures the essence
and truth of things. For everything has truth of nature ac-

cording to the degree in which it imitates the knowledge of

God, as the thing made by art agrees with the art. Granted,
however, an actually infinite number of things (for instance,

** Phys., I, jr (185a 33).
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an infinitude of men, or an infinitude in continuous quantity,

as an infinite air, as some of the ancients held),06 yet it is

manifest that these would have a determinate and finite be-
ing, because their being would be limited to certain determi-
nate natures. Hence they would be measurable as regards the
knowledge of God.

Thirteenth Article

WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS OF FUTURE
CONTINGENT THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Thirteenth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is not of

future contingent things. For from a necessary cause pro-
ceeds a necessary effect. But the knowledge of God is the
cause of things known, as was said above. Since therefore

that knowledge is necessary, what He knows must also be
necessary Therefore the knowledge of God is not of con-
tingent things.

Ob], 2. Further, every conditional proposition, of which
the antecedent is absolutely necessary, must have an abso
lutely necessary consequent. For the antecedent is to the con-

sequent as principles are to the conclusion and from neces-

sary principles only a necessary conclusion can follow, as is

proved in Poster . i.
67 But this is a true conditional pioposi-

tion, If God knew that this thing will be, it will be,e8 for the

knowledge of God is only of true things. Now, the antecedent
of this conditioned proposition is absolutely necessary, be-

cause it is eternal, and because it is signified as past. There-
fore the consequent is also absolutely necessary. Therefore
whatever God knows is necessary; and so the knowledge of

God is not of contingent things.

Obj. 3. Further, everything known by God must neces-

sarily be, because even what we ourselves know must neces-

sarily be, and, of course, the knowledge of God is much

^Attributed to Anaximenes and Diogenes by Aristotle, Phys

,

IIIV

4 (203a 18) ,
Metaph

,

I, 3 (984a 5)
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Aristotle, Post, Anal, I, 6

(75a 4).
68
Cf St Anselm, De Concord Praesc. cum Lib. Arb
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more certain than ours. But no future contingent thing mu:

necessarily be. Therefore no contingent future thing is know

by God.
On the contrary, It is written (Ps . xxxii. 15), He Wh

hath made the hearts of every one of them
,
Who unde

standeth all their works, that is, of men. Now the works <

men are contingent, being subject to free choice. Thereto]

God knows future contingent things.

I answer that, Since, as was shown above, God knows a

things, not only things actual but also things possible to Hi
and to the creature, and since some of these are future coi

tingent to us, it follows that God knows future contingei

things.

In evidence of this, we must observe that a contingei

thing can be considered in two ways. First, in itself, in so f;

as it is already in act, and in this sense it is not considered j

future, but as present
;
neither is it considered as contingei

to one of two terms, but as determined to one; and becau!

of this it can be infallibly the object of certain knowledg
for instance to the sense of sight, as when I see that Socrab

is sitting down. In another way, a contingent thing can 1

considered as it is in its cause, and in this way it is co]

sidered as future, and as a contingent thing not yet dete

mined to one
;
for a contingent cause has relation to opposi

things: and in this sense a contingent thing is not subject

'

any certain knowledge. Hence, whoever knows a contingei

effect in its cause only, has merely a conjectural knowledj

of it. Now God knows all contingent things not only as the

are in their causes, but also as each one of them is actual

in itself. And although contingent things become actu

successively, nevertheless God knows contingent things n
successively, as they are in their own being, as we do, bi

simultaneously. The reason is because His knowledge
measured by eternity, as is also His being; and eternity, b
mg simultaneously whole, comprises all time, as was sa
above.69 Hence, all things that are in time are present to Gc
from eternity, not only because He has the essences of thin
present within Him, as some say,70 but because His glan
is carried from eternity over all things as they are in the

presentiaUty. Hence it is manifest that contingent things a

Q. 10, a. ?, ad 4,
*° Avicenna, Metaph VIII, 6 (ioorb).
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infallibly known by God, inasmuch as they are subject to

the divine sight in their presentiality
,
and yet they are fu*

ture contingent things in relation to their own causes.

Reply Ob] 1 Although the supreme cause is necessary, the

effect may be contingent by reason of the proximate con-
tingent cause; just as the germination of a plant is contin-

gent by reason of the proximate contingent cause, although
the movement of the sun, which is the first cause, is neces-

sary. So, likewise, things known by God are contingent be-

cause of their proximate causes, while the knowledge of God,
which is the first cause, is necessary.

Reply Obj . 2. Some say that this antecedent, God knew
this contingent to be future, is not necessary, but contingent;

because, although it is past, still it imports a relation to the

future .
71 This, however, does not remove necessity from it,

for whatever has had relation to the future, must have had
it, even though the future sometimes is not realized. On the

other hand, some say that this antecedent is contingent be-

cause it is a compound of the necessary and the contingent
;

72

as this saying is contingent, Socrates is a white man . But this

also is to no purpose, for when we say, God knew this con-

tingent to be future, contingent is used here only as the mat-

ter of the proposition, and not as its principal part. Hence its

contingency or necessity has no reference to the necessity or

contingency of the proposition, or to its being true or false.

For it may be just as true that I said a man is an ass, as that

I said Socrates runs, or God is: and the same applies to nec-

essary and contingent.

Hence it must be said that this antecedent is absolutely

necessary. Nor does it follow, as some say, that the conse-

quent is absolutely necessary because the antecedent is the

remote cause of the consequent, which is contingent by re&

son of the proximate cause 73 But this is to no purpose F01

the conditional would be false were its antecedent the remote

necessary cause, and the consequent a contingent effect; as,

for example, if I said, if the sun moves,
the grass will grow .

Therefore we must reply otherwise: when the antecedent

71
St Bonaventure, In I Sent

,

d. xxxviii, a. 2, q, 2 (X, 678) ;
St.

Albert, In I Sent, d xxxvui, a 4 (XXVI, 290).
n Robert Gros-

seteste, De Lib. Arb , VI (p 170).
78
Alex, of Hales, Suntma Theol.

f

I, no 171 (I, 255); no. 184 (1, 270); Alain of Lille, Theol. Reg.t

LXVI (PL 2io, 653).
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contains anything belonging to an act of the soul, the conse-

quent must be taken, not as it is m itself, but as it is in the

soul, for the being of a thing in itself is other than the being

of a thing in the soul. For example, when I say, What the

soul understands is immaterial, the meaning is that it is im-

material as it is in the intellect, not as it is in itself. Likewise

if I say, If God knew anything, it will he, the consequent

must be understood as it is subject to the divine knowledge,

that is, as it is m its presentiality And thus it is necessary,

as is also the antecedent; for everything that is, while it is,

must necessarily be, as the Philosopher says in Periherm.

i.
74

Reply Ob/. 3. Things reduced to actuality in time are

known by us successively in time, but by God they are

known in eternity, which is above time. Whence to us they

cannot be certain, since we know future contingent things

only as contingent futures; but they are certain to God alone,

Whose understanding is in eternity above time. Just as he
who goes along the road does not see those who come after

him
;
whereas he who sees the whole road from a height sees

at once all those traveling on it. Hence, what is known by
us must be necessary, even as it is in itself, for what is in

itself a future contingent cannot be known by us But what
is known by God must be necessary according to the mode in

which it is subject to the divine knowledge, as we have al-

ready stated, but not absolutely as considered in its proper

causes Hence also this proposition, Everything known by
God must necessarily be, is usually distinguished,75 for it

may refer to the thing or to the saying. If it refers to the

thing, it is divided and false, for the sense is, Everything
which God knows is necessary If understood of the saying,

it is composite and true, for the sense is, This proposition,
f
that which is known by God is

}

is necessary .

Now some urge an objection and say that this distinction

holds good with regard to forms that are separable from a
subject 76 Thus if I said, It is possible for a white thing to

be black, it is false as applied to the saying, and true as ap-
plied to the thing: for a thing which is white can became
u

Aristotle, Penh , I, 9 (19a 23)
75 Cf Wm. of Sherwood, Introd

.

,

in Logicam (p 89) ,
St Albert, In Pnor Anal., I, tr, 4, ch 16 (I, 562)

*Cf. St Thomas, In I Sent., d xxxviii, q 1, a 5, ad 5-6, De Ver
II, 12, ad 4.
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black, whereas this saying, a white thing is black

,

can never

be true. But in forms that are inseparable from a subject,

this distinction does not hold* for instance, if I said, A black

crow can be white; for in both senses it is false. Now to be
known by God is inseparable from a thing

,
for what is known

by God cannot be not known This objection, however, would
hold if these words that which is known implied any disposi-

tion inherent in the subject, but since they import an act of

the knower, something can be attributed to the known thing

in itself (even if it always be known) which is not attributed

to it in so far as it falls under an act of knowledge. Thus,
material being is attributed to a stone in itself, which is not

attributed to it inasmuch as it is intelligible.

Fouiteenth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS WHATEVER IS ENUNCIABLE?

We proceed thus to the Fourteenth Article —
Objection i. It seems that God does not know whatever is

enunciable. For to know it belongs to our intellect as it com-

poses and divides. But in the divine intellect there is no

composition. Therefore God does not know whatever is

enunciable.

Obj. 2. Further, every kind of knowledge takes place

through some likeness But in God there is no likeness of

enunciables, since He is altogether simple. Therefore God
does not know enunciables.

On the contrary
,
It is written: The Lord knoweth the

thoughts of men (Ps . xciii. n) But what can be enunciated

is contained in the thoughts of men. Therefoie God knows

what can be enunciated.

I answer that
,
Since it is in the power of our intellect to

form enunciations, and since God knows whatever is in His

own power or in that of creatures, as was said above, it fol-

lows of necessity that God knows all enunciations that can

be formed
Now just as He knows material things immaterially, and

composite things simply, so likewise He knows what can be

enunciated, not after its own manner, as if in His intellect

there were composition or division of enunciations, but He
knows each thing by simple intelligence, by understanding
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the essence of each thing; as if we, by the very fact that we
understand what man is, were to understand all that can be
predicated of man. This, however, does not happen in the

case of our intellect, which proceeds from one thing to an-

other, since the intelligible species represents one thing in

such a way as not to represent another. Hence, when we un-

derstand what man is, we do not forthwith understand other

things which belong to him, but we understand them one by
one, according to a certain succession. On this account, the

things we understand as separated we must reduce to one
by way of composition or division, by forming an enunci-

ation. Now the species of the divine intellect, which is God’s

essence, suffices to manifest all things. Hence, by under-

standing His essence, God knows the essences of all things,

and also whatever can be added to them.

Reply Obj . 1. This objection would be true if God knew
enunciations according to their own limitations.

Reply Obj

.

2. Composition in an enunciation signifies some
sort of being in a thing; and so God, by His being, 'which is

His essence, is the likeness of everything signified by enunci-

ations.

Fifteenth Article

WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS VARIABLE?

We proceed thus to the Fifteenth Article .

—

Objection x. It seems that the knowledge of God is vari-

able, For knowledge is related to what is knowable. But
whatever imports relation to the creature is applied to God
from time, and varies according to the variation of creatures.

Therefore, the knowledge of God is variable according to the
variation of creatures.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever God can make He can know.
But God can make more things than He does. Therefore, He
can know more than He knows Thus, His knowledge can
vary according to increase and diminution.

Obj. 3. Further, God knew that Christ would be bom. But
He does not know now that Christ will be born, because
Christ is not to be born in the future. Therefore God does
not know everything He once knew; and thus the knowledge
of God is variable.
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On the contrary

,

It is said, that in God there is no change
nor shadow 0} alteration

(Jas . i. 17).
I answer that, Since the knowledge of God is His sub-

stance, as is clear from the foregoing, just as His substance
is altogether immutable, as was shown above,77 so His knowL
edge likewise must be altogether invariable.

Reply Ob}. 1. Lord, Creator

,

and the like, import relations

to creatures in so far as they are in themselves. But the
knowledge of God imports relation to creatures in so far as

they are m God; because everything is actually understood
according as it is in the one who understands. Now created

things are in God in an invariable manner; while they exist

variably in themselves.—Or we may say that Lord, Creator,

and the like, import the relations consequent upon the acts

which are understood as terminating in the creatures them-
selves as they are in themselves; and thus these relations are

attributed to God variously, according to the variation of

creatures. But knowledge and love, and the like, import rela-

tions consequent upon the acts which are understood to be
in God; and therefore these are predicated of God m an in-

variable manner.
Reply Ob}. 2. God knows also what He can make, and does

not make. Hence from the fact that He can make more than

He makes, it does not follow that He can know more than He
knows, unless this be referred to the knowledge of vision,

according to which He is said to know those things which

actually exist in some period of time. But from the fact

that He knows that some things can be which are not, or

that some things can not-be which are, it does not follow that

His knowledge is variable, but rather that He knows the

variability of things. If, however, anything existed which

God did not previously know, and afterwards knew, then His

knowledge would be variable. But this is impossible, for

whatever is, or can be in any period of time, is known by
God in His eternity. Therefore, from the fact that a thing

is said to exist in some period of time, we must say that it

is known by God from all eternity Therefore it cannot be

granted that God can know more than He knows; because

such a proposition implies that first of all He did not know,

and then afterwards knew.

Reply Obj. 3. The ancient Nominalists said that it was the

'"Q* 9, 2.
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same thing to say Christ is born and will be born
,
and was

born
;

because the same thing is signified by these three

—

viz .
3
the nativity of Christ 78 Therefore it follows, they said,

that whatever God knew, He knows, because now He knows

that Chi 1st is born, which means the same thing as that

Christ will be born. This opinion, however, is false, both be-

cause the diversity m the parts of a sentence causes a diver-

sity in enunciations, and because it would follow that a

proposition which is true once would always be true, which

is contrary to what the Philosopher lays down when he says

that this sentence, Socrates sits
,

is true when he is sitting,

and false when he stands up .

79 Therefore, it must be con-

ceded that this proposition, Whatever God knew He knows
,

is not true if referred to what is enunciated. But because of

this, it does not follow that the knowledge of God is variable.

For as it is without variation in the divine knowledge that

God knows one and the same thing sometime to be, and

sometime not, so it is without variation m the divine knowl-

edge that God knows that an enunciation is sometime true,

and sometime false. The knowledge of God, however, would

be variable if He knew enunciations according to their own
limitations, by composition and division, as occurs in our in-

tellect. Hence our knowledge varies either as regards truth

and falsity, for example, if when a thing is changed we re-

tained the same opinion about it; or as regards diverse opin-

ions, as if we first thought that someone was sitting, and

afterwards thought that he was not sitting; neither of which

can be in God.

Sixteenth Article

WHETHER GOD HAS A SPECULATIVE KNOWLEDGE OF
THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Sixteenth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God has not a speculative

knowledge of things. For the knowledge of God is the cause

of things, as was shown above. But speculative knowledge is

not the cause of the things known. Therefore the knowledge

of God is not speculative.

78 Cf. Abelard, Introd ad Theol., III, 5 (PL 178, 1102) ;
Peter Lom

bard, Sent

,

I, xli, 3 (I, 258).
76

Cat., V (4a 23).
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Obj

.

2, Further, speculative knowledge comes by abstrac-

tion from things; which does not belong to the divine knowl*

edge. Therefore the knowledge of God is not speculative

On the contrary

,

Whatever is the more excellent must be
attributed to God. But speculative knowledge is more excel-

lent than practical knowledge, as the Philosopher says in the

beginning of the Metaphysics 80 Therefore God has a specu-

lative knowledge of things.

I answer that, Some knowledge is speculative only, some is

practical only, and some is partly speculative and partly prac-

tical. In pi oof whereof it must be observed that knowledge
can be called speculative in three ways, first, in relation to the

things known, which are not operable by the knower; such is

the knowledge of man about natural or divine things Sec-

ondly, as regards the manner of knowing—as, for instance, if

a builder were to consider a house by defining and dividing,

and considering what belongs to it in general, for this is to

consider operable things m a speculative manner, and not

as they are operable, for operable means the application of

form to matter, and not the resolution of the composite into

its universal formal principles. Thirdly, as regards the end;

for the practical intellect differs from the speculative by its

end, as the Philosopher says .
81 For the practical intellect is

ordered to the end of operation; whereas the end of the

speculative intellect is the consideration of truth. Hence if

a builder were to consider how a house can be made, but

without ordering this to the end of operation, but only to-

wards knowledge, this would be only a speculative considera-

tion as regards the end, although it concerns an operable

thing. Therefore, knowledge which is speculative by reason

of the thing itself known is merely speculative. But that

which is speculative either in its mode or as to its end is

paitly speculative and partly practical: and when it is or-

dained to an operative end it is strictly practical.

In accordance with this, therefore, it must be said that

God has of Himself a speculative knowledge only; for He
Himself is not operable.

But of all other things He has both speculative and prac-

tical knowledge. He has speculative knowledge as regards

the mode; for whatever we know speculatively in things by

*°Metaph„ I, 1 (982a 1).
81 De An, III, 10 (433a 14).
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defining and dividing, God knows all this much more per-

fectly.

Now of things which He can make, but does not make at

any time, He has not a practical knowledge, according as

knowledge is called practical from the end. In this sense He
has a practical knowledge of what He makes in some period

of time. And, as regards evil things, although they are not

operable by Him, yet they fall under His practical knowledge,

as also do good things, inasmuch as He permits, or impedes,

or directs them; just as sicknesses fall under the practical

knowledge of the physician, inasmuch as he cures them by
his art.

Reply Obj. 1. The knowledge of God is a cause, not in-

deed of Himself, but of other things. He is actually the cause

of some, that is, of things that come to be in some period of

time; He is virtually the cause of others, that is, of things

which He can make, and which nevertheless are never made.
Reply Obj . 2. The fact that knowledge is derived from

things known does not belong to speculative knowledge es-

sentially, but only accidentally in so far as it is human.
In answer to what is objected to the contrary, we must

say that perfect knowledge of operable things is obtainable

only if they are known in so far as they are operable. There-

fore, since the knowledge of God is in every way perfect, He
must know what is operable by Him precisely in-so-far as it

is operable, and not only in-so-far as it is speculative. Never-

theless this does not impair the nobility of His speculative

knowledge, for He sees all things other than Himself in Him-
self, and He knows Himself speculatively; and so in the

speculative knowledge of Himself, He possesses both specu-

lative and practical knowledge of all other things.



Question XV

ON IDEAS

{In Three Articles)

After considering the knowledge of God, it remains to con-

sider ideas. And about this there are three points of inquiry:

(i) Whether there are ideas? (2) Whether they are many,
or one only? (3) Whether there are ideas of all things known
by God?

First Article

WHETHER THERE ARE IDEAS?

We proceed thus to the First Article '

—

Objection 1. It seems that there are no ideas. For Diony-

sius says that God does not know things by ideas.1 But idea*,

are for nothing else except that things may be known through

them. Therefore there are no ideas.

Obj. 2. Further, God knows all things in Himself, as has
been already said.2 But He does not know Himself through

an idea; neither therefore other things.

Obj
. 3. Further, an idea is considered to be the principle

of knowledge and action. But the divine essence is a suf-

ficent principle of knowing and effecting all things. It is not

therefore necessary to posit ideas.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Such is the power in-

herent in ideas, that no one can be wise unless they be under-

stood?

I answer that

,

It is necessary to posit ideas in the divine

mind. For the Greek word JBea is in Latin Forma. Hence by
ideas are understood the forms of things, existing apart from

the things themselves. Now the form of anything, existing

apart from the thing itself, can be for one of two ends; either

to be the exemplar of that of which it is called the form, or to

be the principle of the knowledge of that thing, according

as the forms of knowable things are said to be in him who

1 De Div . Nom VH, 2 (PG 3, 868).
aQ *4, a. 5.

z Tib. 8s

Quaest , q, 46 (PL 40, 29)

.
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knows them. In either case we must posit ideas, as is clear

for the following reason.

In all things not generated by chance, the form must be

the end of any generation whatsoever. But an agent does not

act for the sake of the form, except in so far as the likeness

of the form is m the agent; which may happen in two ways.

For in some agents the form of the thmg-to-be-made pre-

exists according to its natural being, as in those that act by

their nature; as a man generates a man, or fire generates

fire. Whereas in other agents the form of the thing-to-be-

made pre-exists according to intelligible being, as in those

that act by the intellect; and thus the likeness of a house

pre-exists in the mind of the builder And this may be called

the idea of the house, since the builder intends to build his

house like the foim conceived in his mind.

Since, then, the world was not made by chance, but by
God acting by His intellect, as will appear later,

4 there must
exist in the divine mind a form to the likeness of which the

world was made. And in this the notion of an idea consists.

Reply Obj. i. God does not understand things according

to an idea existing outside Himself. Thus Aristotle likewise

rejects the opinion of Plato, who h'dd that Ideas existed of

themselves, and not m the intellect 5

Reply Obj. 2. Although God knows Himself and all else by
His own essence, yet His essence is the operative principle

of all things, except of Himself. It has therefore the nature

of an idea with respect to other things; though not with re-

spect to God Himself.

Reply Ob 3 God is the likeness of all things according to

His essence; therefore an idea in God is nothing other than
His essence.

Second Article

WHETHER THERE ARE MANY IDEAS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —
Objection 1. It seems that there are not many ideas. For

cm idea in God is His essence But God's essence is one only.

Therefore there is only one idea.

Obj. 2. Further, as the idea is the principle of knowing

*Q. 47, a. 1.
B Metaph ., II, 2 (997b 6) ; VI, 6 (1031b 5).
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and operating, so are art and wisdom. But in God there are
not several arts or wisdoms. Therefore in Him there is no
plurality of ideas

Ob) 3. Further, if it be said that ideas are multiplied ac-

cording to their relations to different creatures, it may be
argued on the contrary that the plurality of ideas is eternal.

If, then, ideas are many, but creatures temporal, then the

temporal must be the cause of the eternal

Ob 4. Further, these relations are either real in creatures

only, or in God also. If in creatures only, since creatures are

not from eternity, the plurality of ideas cannot be from

eternity, if ideas are multiplied only according to these re-

lations. But if they are real in God, it follows that there is a

real plurality in God other than the plurality of Persons: and
this is against the teaching of Damascene, who says that in

God all things are one, except ingenerability, generation
,
and

procession .

6 Ideas therefore are not many.
On the contrary, Augustine says, Ideas are certain original

forms or permanent and immutable models of things which

are contained by the divine intelligence . They are immutable

because they themselves have not been formed, and that is

why they are eternal and always the same. But though they

themselves neither come to be nor perish, yet It is according

to them that everything, which can come to be or pass away
or which actually comes to be and passes away, is said to be

formed

.

7

I answer that, It must necessarily be held that ideas are

many. In proof of which it is to be considered that in every

effect the ultimate end is the proper intention of the prin-

cipal agent, as the order of an army is the proper intention of

the general. Now that which is best in things is the good of

the order of the universe, as the Philosopher clearly teaches

in Metaph. xii.
8 Therefore, the order of the universe is prop-

erly intended by God, and is not the accidental result of a

succession of agents, as has been supposed by those who have

taught that God created only the first creature, and that this

creature created a second creature, and so on, until this great

multitude of beings was produced.9 According to this opin-

ion, God would have an idea of the first created thing alone;

whereas, if the very order of the universe was itself created

«De Fide Orth, l, 10 (PG 94, 837 )*
n L'b 83 Qwest

, q 46 (PL

40, 30).
s Metaph

,
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by Him immediately, and intended by Him, He must have

the idea of the order of the universe. Now there cannot be
an idea of any whole, unless particular ideas are had of those

parts of which the whole is made; just as a builder could not

conceive the idea of a house unless he had the idea of each of

its parts So, then, it must needs be that in the divine mind
there are the proper ideas of all things. Hence Augustine says

that each thing was created by God according to the idea

proper to it;10 from which it follows that in the divine mind
there are many ideas.

Now it can easily be seen how this is not repugnant to the

simplicity of God, if we consider that the idea of the thing to

be produced is in the mind of the producer as that which is

understood, and not as the likeness whereby he understands,

which is a form that makes the intellect in act. For the form
of the house in the mind of the builder is something under-

stood by him, to the likeness of which he forms the house in

matter. Now, it is not repugnant to the simplicity of the

divine mind that it understand many things; though it would
be repugnant to its simplicity were God’s understanding to

be informed by a plurality of likenesses. Hence many ideas

exist in the divine mind as that which is understood by it; 3-3

can be proved thus. Inasmuch as God knows His own essence

perfectly, He knows it according to every mode in which it

can be known. Now it can be known not only as it is in itself,

but as it can be participated m by creatures according to

some kind of likeness. But every creature has its own proper

species, according to which it participates in some way in

the likeness of the divine essence Therefore, as God knows
His essence as so irmtable by such a creature, He knows it as

the particular model and idea of that creature: and in like

manner as regards other creatures. So it is clear that God
understands many models proper to many things; and these

are many ideas.

Reply Ob). 1 . The divine essence is not called an idea in

so far as it is that essence, but only in so far as it is the like-

ness or model of this or that thing. Hence ideas are said to

be many, inasmuch as many models are understood through
the self-same essence.

Reply Ob). 2 , By wisdom and art we signify that by which
God understands; but by an idea, that which God under-

™ Lib. 83 Qwest * q, 46 (PL 40, 30).



ON IDEAS 165Q 15. Art. 3

stands. For God by one principle understands many things,

and that not only according as they are in themselves, but

also according as they are understood; and this is to under
stand the several models of things. In the same way, an archi-

tect is said to understand a house, when he understands the

form of the house in matter. But if he understands the form
of a house, as devised by himself, from the fact that he un-

derstands that he understands it, he thereby understands the

model or the idea of the house. Now not only does God un-

derstand many things by His essence, but He also under-

stands that He understands many things by His essence. And
this means that He understands the several models of things;

or that many ideas are in His intellect as understood by Him.
Reply Obj. 3. Such relations, whereby ideas are multiplied,

are caused not by the things themselves, but by the divine

intellect comparing its own essence with these things.

Reply Obj. 4. Relations multiplying ideas do not exist in

created things, but in God. Yet they are not real relations,

such as those whereby the Persons are distinguished, but re-

lations understood by God.

Third Article

WHETHER THERE ARE IDEAS OF ALL THINGS THAT
GOD KNOWS?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that there are not ideas in God of all

things that He knows. For the idea of evil is not in God;

since it would follow that evil was in Him. But evil things

are known by God. Therefore there are not ideas of all things

that God knows.

Obj. 2. Further, God knows things that neither are, nor

will be, nor have been, as has been said above.11 But of such

things there are no ideas, since, as Dionysius says: Acts 0}

the divine will are the determining and effective models oj

things.
12 Therefore in God there are not ideas of all things

known by Him.
Obj. 3. Further, God knows primary matter, of which

there can be no idea, since it has no form. Hence the same

conclusion.

"Q* 14, a. 9.
13 De Div. Nom.j V, 8 (PG 3, 845).
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Obj. 4. Further, it is certain that God knows not only spe-

cies, but also genera, singulars, and accidents. But there are

no ideas of these, according to Plato’s teaching, who first

taught ideas, as Augustine says.13 Therefore there are not

ideas in God of all things known by Him.
On the contrary,

Ideas are exemplars existing in the divine

mind, as is clear from Augustine.14 But God has the proper

exemplars of all the things that He knows
,
and therefore He

has ideas of all things known by Him.
I answer that, As ideas, according to Plato,15 were the

principles of the knowledge of things and of their generation,

an idea, as existing in the mind of God, has this twofold

office. So far as the idea is the principle of the making of

things, it may be called an exemplar
,
and belongs to prac-

tical knowledge. But so far as it is a principle of knowledge,

it is properly called a likeness
,
and may belong to speculative

knowledge also. As an exemplar, therefore, it is related to

everything made by God in any period of time; whereas as

a principle of knowledge it is related to all things known by
God, even though they never come to be in time; and to all

things that He knows according to their proper likeness, in

so far as they are known by Him m a speculative manner
Reply Obj. 1 Evil is known by God, not through its own

likeness, but through the likeness of good. Evil, therefore,

has no idea in God, neither m so far as an idea is an exem-
plar, nor so far as it is a likeness ,

Reply Obj . 2, God has no practical knowledge, except vir-

tually, of things which neither are, nor will be, nor have
been. Hence, with respect to these there is no idea in God in

so far as idea signifies an exemplar
,
but only in so far as it

signifies a likeness.

Reply Obj . 3. Plato is said by some to have considered

matter as not created; 16 and therefore he held, not that there

was an idea of matter, but that an idea was a co-cause with

matter. Since, however, we hold matter to be created by God,
though not apart from form, matter has its idea in God, but
not apart from the idea of the composite

;
for matter in itself

can neither exist, nor be known.

™Lib. 8s Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 29).
14 Ibid. (PL 40, 30).

**Cf. below, q 84, a. 4.—Cf also Aristotle, Metaph

,

la, 9 (991b 3)
^Cf. Chalcidius, In Timaeum

,
CCXLVIII (p. 245).—Cf. also Peter

Lombard, Sent. II, i, 1 (I, 306-307)
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Reply Obj. 4. Genus can have no idea apart from the idea

of species, in so far as idea denotes an exemplar
;
for genus

cannot exist except in some species. The same is the case with

those accidents that inseparably accompany their subject;

for these come into being along with their subject. But acci-

dents which are added to the subject have their special idea

For an architect produces through the form of the house ail

the accidents that originally accompany it; whereas those

that are superadded to the house when completed, such as

decorations, or any other such thing, are produced through

some other form. Now individual things, according to Plato,

have no other idea than that of the species
,

17 both because

singular things are individuated by matter, which, as some

say, he held to be uncreated and a co-cause with the idea;

and because the intention of nature aims at the species, and

produces individuals only that in them the species may be

preserved. However, divine providence extends not merely to

species, but to individuals, as will be shown later .
18

17 Cf Aristotle, Metaph., I, 9 (990b 29).
35
Q. 22, a< 2



Question XVI

ON TRUTH

{In Eight Articles)

Since knowledge is of what is true, after the consideration

of the knowledge of God, we must inquire concerning truth.

About this there are eight points of inquiry: (i) Whether
truth resides in the thing, or only in the intellect? (2)

Whether it resides only in the intellect composing and divid-

ing? (3) On the comparison of the true with being. (4) On
the comparison of the true with the good. (5) Whether God
is truth? (6) Whether all things are true by one truth, or by
many? (7) On the eternity of truth. (8) On the unchange-

ableness of truth.

First Article

WHETHER TRUTH RESIDES ONLY IN THE INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that truth does not reside only in the

intellect, but rather in things. For Augustine condemns this

definition of truth, That is true which is seen;
1 since it would

follow that stones hidden in the bosom of the earth would
not be true stones, as they are not seen. He also condemns
the following, That is true whtch is as it appears to the

knower
,
who is willing and able to know

;

for hence it would
follow that nothing would be true, unless someone could

know it. Therefore he defines truth thus: The true is which
is. It seems, then, that truth resides in things, and not in the

intellect.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is true, is true by reason of

truth. If, then, truth is only in the intellect, nothing will be
true except in so far as it is understood. But this is the error

of the ancient philosophers, who said that whatever seems to

be true is so.
2 Consequently contradictories can be true at

1
Solil,, II, 5 vPB 32, 888). * Attributed to Democritus and Pro-

tagoras by Aristotle, De An., I, 2 (404a 28) ;
Metaph

,

III, 3 (1009a SU
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the same time, since contradictories seem to be true as seen

by different persons at the same time.

Ob] 3 Further, that because of which a thing is so, is itself

more so

,

as is evident from the Philosopher.3 But it is from
the fact that a thing is or is not, that our thought or word is

true or false, as the Philosopher teaches 4 Therefore truth re-

sides rather in things than in the intellect.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says, The true and the

false reside not in things, but in the intellect

,

6

I answer that

,

As good names that towards which the ap^

petite tends, so the true names that towards which the in-

tellect tends. Now there is this difference between the appe-

tite and the intellect, or any knowledge whatsoever, that

knowledge is according as the thing known is in the Imower,

while appetite is according as the desirer tends towards the

thing desired. Thus the term of the appetite, namely good,

is in the desirable thing, and the term of the intellect, namely
the true, is in the intellect itself. Now as good exists in a

thing so far as that thing is related to the appetite—and
hence the aspect of goodness passes on from the desirable

thing to the appetite, in so far as the appetite is called good

if its object is good; so, since the true is in the intellect in so

far as the intellect is conformed to the thing understood, the

aspect of the true must needs pass from the intellect to the

thing understood, so that also the thing understood is said to

be true in so far as it has some relation to the intellect.

Now a thing understood may be in relation to an intellect

either essentially or accidentally. It is related essentially to

an intellect on which it depends as regards its being, but

accidentally to an intellect by which it is knowable; even as

we may say that a house is related essentially to the intellect

of the architect, but accidentally to the intellect upon which

it does not depend. Now we do not judge of a thing by what
is in it accidentally, but by what is in it essentially. Hence,

everything is said to be true absolutely, in so far as it is re-

lated to the intellect on which it depends; and thus it is that

artificial things are said to be true as being related to oui

intellect. For a house is said to be true that fulfills the like

ness of the form in the architect’s mind; and words are saic'

to be true so far as they are the signs of truth in the intellect.

8
Aristotle, Post. Anal, I, 2 (72a 29)

4
Cat,, V (4b 8). * Afe»

taph., V, 4 (1027b 25)-
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In the same way, natural things are said to be true in so far

as they express the likeness of the species that are in the

divine mind. For a stone is called true, which possesses the

nature proper to a stone, according to the preconception in

the divine intellect. Thus, then, truth resides primarily in

the intellect, and secondarily in things according as they are

related to the intellect as their source

Consequently, there are various definitions of truth. Au-
gustine says, Truth is that whereby is made manifest that

which is ;
G and Hilary says that Truth makes being clear and

evident :
1 and this pertains to truth according as it is in the

intellect. As to the truth of things m so far as they are related

to the intellect, we have Augustine’s definition, Truth is a
supreme likeness

,
without any unlikeness

}
to its source ;

8 also

Anselm’s definition, Truth is rightness
,
perceptible by the

mind alone ;
9 for that is right which is in accordance with its

source
;
also Avicenna’s definition, The truth of each thing is

a property of the being which has been given to it .

10 The
definition that Truth is the equation of thought and thing is

applicable to it under either aspect.

Reply Ob), i Augustine is speaking about the truth of

things, and from the notion of this truth excludes relation to

our intellect; for what is accidental is excluded from every

definition.

Reply Obj. 2. The ancient philosophers held that the spe-

cies of natural things did not proceed from any intellect, but

came about by chance 11 But as they saw that truth implies

relation to intellect, they were compelled to base the truth of

things on their relation to our intellect. From this fact there

followed the various awkward consequences that the Philoso-

pher attacks.12 Such consequences, however, do not follow,

if we say that the truth of things consists in their relation to

the divine intellect.

Reply Ob). 3. Although the truth of our intellect is caused

by the thing, yet it is not necessary that the essence of truth

should be there primarily, any more than that of the essence

of health should be primarily in medicine, rather than in the

c
Z)e Vera Rclig

,

XXXVI (PL 34, 151)
7 De Trin, V (PL 10,

131).
& De Vera Relig } XXXVI (PL 34, 152)

9 De Ver , XI
(PL 158, 480).

10 Metaph , VIII, 6 (ioor) n
Cf, below, q 22,

a. 2.
12 Metaph

,

III, 5 (1009a 6); 6 (ioiTa 3).



ON TRUTH 171Q, 1 6. Art. 2

animal, for it is the power of medicine, and not its health,
that is the cause of health, since the agent is not univocal. In
the same way, the being of the thing, not its truth, is the
cause of truth in the intellect. Hence the Philosopher says
that an opinion or a statement is true from the fact that a
thing is, not from the fact that a thing is true ,

13

Second Article

WHETHER TRUTH RESIDES ONLY IN THE INTELLECT
COMPOSING AND DIVIDING?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —
Objection 1. It seems that truth does not reside only in the

intellect composing and dividing For the Philosopher says

that as the senses are always true as regards their proper

sensible objects
,
so is the intellect as regards what a thing

is.
1* Now composition and division are neither in the senses

nor in the intellect knowing what a thing is. Therefore truth

does not reside only in the intellect composing and dividing.

Obj. 2. Further, Isaac says in his book On Definitions that

truth is the equation of thought and thing .
15 Now just as the

intellect which forms judgments can be equated to things, so

also can the intellect that simply apprehends essences; and
this is true likewise of sense apprehending a thing as it is.

Therefore truth does not reside only in the intellect compos-

ing and dividing.

On the contrary

,

the Philosopher says that with regard to

simple things and what a thing is, truth is not found either in

the intellect or in things .
1C

I answer that, As was stated before, truth resides, in its

primary aspect, in the intellect Now since everything is true

according as it has the form proper to its nature, the intel-

lect, in so far as it is knowing, must be true according as it

has the likeness of the thing known, which is its form as a

knowing power. For this reason truth is defined by the con-

formity of intellect and thing; and hence to know truth. But

in no way does sense know this. For although sight has the

™Cat., V (4b 8).
u De An, III, 6 (430b 27) “Cf. J. T.

Muckle, “Isaac Israeli’s Definition of Truth” (Archives d’hist, doct. et

iitt. du moyen age, vm. 1933, pp. 5-8).
1Q Metaph , V, 4 (1027b 27).
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likeness of a visible thing, yet it does not know the compari-

son which exists between the thing seen and that which it

itself is apprehending concerning it. But the intellect can

know its own conformity with the intelligible thing; yet it

does not apprehend it by knowing of a thing what a thing is.

When, however, it judges that a thing corresponds to the

form which it apprehends about that thing, then it first

knows and expresses truth. This it does by composing and
dividing: for in every proposition it either applies to, or re-

moves from, the thing signified by the subject some form sig-

nified by the predicate. This clearly shows that the sense is

true in regard to a given thing, as is also the intellect, in

knowing what a thing is
y
but it does not thereby know or

affirm truth. This is, in like manner, the case with proposi-

tions or terms. Truth, therefore, may be in the sense, or in

the intellect knowing what a thing is, as in something that is

as in something that is true, yet not as the thing known is in

the knower, which is implied by the word truth
;
for the per-

fection of the intellect is truth as known. Therefore, properly

speaking, truth resides in the intellect composing and divid-

ing; and not in the sense, nor in the intellect knowing what
a thing is

And thus the Objections given are solved.

Third Article

WHETHER THE TRUE AND BEING ARE CONVERTIBLE
TERMS?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection x. It seems that the true and being are not con-

vertible terms. For the true resides properly in the intellect,

as has been stated, while being is properly in things. There-
fore they are not convertible.

Obj . 2. Further, that which extends to being and non-being

is not convertible with being. But the true extends to being
and non-being; for it is true that what is, is, and that what
is not, is not. Therefore the true and being are not conver-
tible.

Obj
. 3. Further, things which stand to each other in order

of priority and posteriority seem not to be convertible. But
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the true appears to be prior to being, for being is not under*
stood except under the aspect of the true. Therefore it seems
+hey are not convertible.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says that there is th$

jame disposition of things in being and in truth.17

I answer that, As good has the nature of what is desirable,

so the true is related to knowledge. Now everything is know-
able in as far as it has being. Therefore it is said in De Antma
iii. that the soul is in some manner all things,1* through the

senses and the intellect. And therefore, as good is convertible

with being, so is the true. But as good adds to being the

notion of the desirable, so the true adds a relation to the

intellect.

Reply Obj. x. The true resides in things and in the intel-

lect, as was said before. But the true that is in things is sub-

stantially convertible with being, while the true that is in the

intellect is convertible with being, as that which manifests is

convertible with the manifested; for this belongs to the na-

ture of truth, as has been said already. It may, however, be

said, that being also is in things and in the intellect, as is the

true; even though truth is primarily in the intellect, while

being is primarily in things. This is so because truth and be-

ing differ in idea.

Reply Obj . 2. Non-being has nothing in itself whereby it

can be known; but it is known in so far as the intellect ren-

ders it knowable. Hence the true is based on being, inasmuch

as non-being is a certain logical being (apprehended, that is,

by reason)

.

Reply Obj . 3. When it is said that being cannot be appre-

hended except under the notion of the true, this can be un-

derstood in two ways. In the one way, so as to mean that be-

ing is not apprehended without the idea of the true following

upon the apprehension of being; and this is true. In the other

way, so as to mean that being cannot be apprehended unless

the notion of the true be also apprehended; and this is false.

But the true cannot be apprehended unless the notion of be-

ing be also apprehended; since being is included in the notion

of the true. The case is the same if we were to compare the

intelligible object with being. For being cannot be imder-

17 Op. cit., la, x (993b 30)

.

“De An., HE, 8 (431b 21).
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stood except because being is intelligible. Yet being can be

understood while its intelligibility is not understood. Simi-

larly, being understood by the intellect is true; yet the true

is not understood by understanding being.

Fouith Article

WHETHER GOOD IS LOGICALLY PRIOR TO THE TRUE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *

—

Objection 1. It seems that good is logically prior to the

true For what is more universal is logically prior, as is evi-

dent from Physics 1
19 But the good is more universal than

the true, since the true is a kind of good, namely, of the in-

tellect. Therefore the good is logically prior to the true.

Obj . 2. Further, good is in things, but the true in the in-

tellect composing and dividing, as was said before. But that

which is in things is prior to that which is in the intellect.

Therefore good is logically prior to the true.

Obj 2. Further, good is in things, but the true in the in-

tellect composing and dividing, as was said before. But that

which is in things is prior to that which is in the intellect.

Therefore good is logically prior to the true.

Obj. 3. Further, truth is a species of virtue, as is clear from
Ethics iv.

20 But virtue is included under good, since, as Au-
gustine says, it is a good quality of the mind 21 Therefore

the good is prior to the true.

On the contrary
,
What is in more things is prior logically.

But the true is in some tilings wherein good is not, as, for

instance, in mathematics. Therefore the true is prior to good.

I answer that , Although the good and the true are con-

vertible with being, as to suppositum, yet they differ logi-

cally. And in this manner the true, speaking absolutely, is

prior to good, as appears from two reasons. First, because

the true is more closely related to being which is itself prior

to the good. For the true regards being itself absolutely and
immediately, while the nature of good follows being in so far

as being is in some way perfect; for thus it is desirable, Sec-

ondly, it is evident from the fact that knowledge naturally

w
Aristotle, Phys

,

I, 5 (189a 5). “Aristotle, Eth., IV, 7 (1127a

29),
21 De Lib. Arb , II, 19 (PL 32, 1267).
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precedes appetite. Hence, since the true is related to knowl-
edge, and the good to the appetite, the true must be prior in

nature to the good.

Reply Ob) . 1. The will and the intellect mutually include

one another: for the intellect understands the will, and the

will wills the intellect to understand. So then, among the

things related to the object of the will, are comprised also

those that belong to the intellect; and conversely. Whence, in

the order of desirable things, good stands as the universal,

and the true as the particular; whereas in the order of intel-

ligible things the converse is the case. From the fact, then,

that the true is a kind of good, it follows that the good is

prior in the order of desirable things, but not that it is abso-

lutely prior.

Reply Ob). 2. A thing is prior logically in so far as it is

prior in the apprehension of the intellect. Now the intellect

first apprehends being itself, secondly, it apprehends that

it understands being
;
and thirdly, it apprehends that it de-

sires being. Hence the notion of being is first, that of truth

second, and the notion of good third, even though the good
is in things.

Reply Ob). 3. The virtue which is called truth is not truth

in general, but a certain kind of truth according to which
man shows himself in deed and word as he really is. But
truth as applied to life is used m a particular sense, inasmuch

as a man fulfills in his life that to which he is ordained by
the divine intellect; much as it has been said that truth exists

in all other things. Furthermore, the truth of justice is found

in man as he fulfills his duty to his neighbor, as ordained by
law. Hence we cannot argue from these particular truths to

truth in general.

Fifth Article

WHETHER GOD IS TROTH?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not truth. For truth con-

sists m the intellect composing and dividing. But in God
there is no composition and division. Therefore in God there

is no truth.
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Obj. 2. Further, truth, according to Augustine, is a likeness

to the source .

22 But in God there is no likeness to a source.

Therefore in God there is no truth

Ob). 3. Further, whatever is said of God, is said of Him as

of the first cause of all things Thus the being of God is the

cause of all being, and His goodness the cause of all good. If

therefore there is truth in God, all truth will be from Him.
But it is true that someone sins. Therefore this will be from

God, which is evidently false.

On the contrary

,

Our Lord says, J am the Way
,
the Truth

smd the Life (Jo. xiv. 6).

I answer that, As was said above, truth is found in the

intellect according as it apprehends a thing as it is; and in

things according as they have being conformable to an in-

tellect. This is to the greatest degree found in God. For His

being is not only conformed to His intellect, but it is the very

act of His intellect; and His act of understanding is the

measure and cause of every other being and of every other

intellect
;
and He Himself is His own being and act of under-

standing. Whence it follows not only that truth is in Him,
but that He is the highest and first truth itself.

Reply Obj. 1. Although in the divine intellect there is

neither composition nor division, yet in His simple act of

intelligence He judges of all things and knows all proposi-

tions; and thus there is truth in His intellect.

Reply Obj. 2. The truth of our intellect is according to its

conformity with its source, that is to say, the things from
which it receives knowledge. The truth also of things is ac-

cording to their conformity with their source, namely, the

divine intellect. Now this cannot be said, properly speaking,

of divine truth; unless perhaps in so far as truth is appro-

priated to the Son, Who has a source. But if we speak of

divine truth in its essence, we cannot understand what Au-
gustine has said unless the affirmative proposition be re-

solved into the negative one, as when one says: the Father is

oj Himself, because He is not from another. Similarly, the
divine truth can be called a likeness of its source, inasmuch
as His being is not unlike His intellect.

Reply Obj. 3. Non-being and privation have no truth of

themselves, but only in the apprehension of the intellect,

#
*De Vera Rtlig., XXXVI (PL 34, 152).
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Now all apprehension, of the intellect is from God. Hence all

the truth that exists in the statement,—that this person com-
mits fornication is true, is entirely from God. But to argue,
Therefore that this person fornicates is from God, is a fallacy

of accident.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THERE IS ONLY ONE TRUTH ACCORDING TO
WHICH ALL THINGS ARE TRUE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article —
Objection i. It seems that there is only one truth accord*

ing to which all things are true. For according to Augustine,
nothing is greater than the mind of man,

except God Now
truth is greater than the mind of man; otherwise the mind
would be the judge of truth: whereas in fact it judges all

things according to truth, and not according to its own meas-

ure. Therefore God alone is truth. Therefore there is no other

truth but God.

Obj, 2. Further, Anselm says that, as is the relation of time

to temporal things, so is that of truth to true things ,

24 But
there is only one time for all temporal things. Therefore there

is only one truth, by which all things are true.

On the contrary, it is written (Ps . xi, 2), Truths are de-

cayed from among the children of men.

I answer that, In a sense there is one truth whereby all

things are true, and in a sense not. In proof of which we must
consider that when anything is predicated of many things

univocally, it is found in each of them according to its proper

nature; as animal is found in each species of animal. But
when anything is predicated of many things analogically, it

is found in only one of them according to its proper nature,

and from this one the rest are denominated. So healthiness

is predicated of animal, of urine, and of medicine; not that

health is not only in the animal, but from the health of the

animal, medicine is called healthy, in so far as it is the cause

of health, and urine is called healthy, in so far as it indicates

health. And although health is neither in medicine nor

in urine, yet in either there is something whereby the one

causes, and the other indicates health.

*De Trin XV, 1 (PL 42, 1057). *Dt Ver., XIV (PL 158, 484)*
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Now we have said that truth resides primarily in the in-

tellect, and secondarily in things, according as they are re-

lated to the divine intellect. If therefore we speak of truth

as it exists in the intellect, according to its proper nature,

then are there many truths in many created intellects, and

even in one and the same intellect, according to the number
of things known. Whence the Gloss on Ps . xi 2 ( Truths are

decayed from among the children of men) says* As from one

man’s face many likenesses ate reflected in a'mirroi, so many
truths are reflected from the one divine truth.2* But if we
speak of truth as it is in things, then all things are true by

one primary truth, to which each one is assimilated according

to its own entity. And thus, although the essences 01 forms of

things are many, yet the truth of the divine intellect is one,

in conformity to which all things are said to be true.

Reply Obj 1. The soul does not judge of all things accord-

ing to any kind of truth, but according to the first truth, in-

asmuch as it is reflected in the soul, as in a mirror, by reason

of the first principles of the understanding It follows, there-

fore, that the first tiuth is greater than the soul And yet,

even created truth, which resides in our intellect, is greater

than the soul, not absolutely, but to the extent that it is the

perfection of the intellect; even as science may also be said

to be greater than the soul. Yet it remains true that nothing

subsisting is greater than the rational soul, except God.
Reply Obj 2 The saying of Anselm is correct in so far as

things are said to be true by their relation to the divine intel-

lect.

Seventh Article

WHETHER CREATED TRUTH IS ETERNAL?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1 It seems that created truth is eternal. For Au-
gustine says, Nothing is more eternal than the nature of a
circle, and that two added to three make jive 26 But the truth

uf these is a created truth. Therefore created truth is eternal.

25
Peter Lombard, In Psalm

,

super XI, 2 (PL 191, 155) ; cf. Glossa
interl (HI, io2r) .—Cf . also St. Augustine, Enarr. m Psalm

,

super XI,
2 (PL 36, 158).

38 De Lib . Aib., II, 8 (PL 32, 1251) ;
Sold, H, 19
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Obj . 2. Further, that which is always, is eternal. But uni
versals are always and everywhere, therefore they are eter<

nal. So therefore is truth, which is the most universal.

Obj . 3. Further, it was always true that what is true in the

present was to be in the future. But as the truth of a proposi-

tion regarding the present is a created truth, so is that of a
proposition regarding the future. Therefore some created

truth is eternal.

Obj. 4. Further, all that is without beginning and end is

eternal. But the truth of enunciations is without beginning

and end. For if their truth had a beginning, then since it was
not previously, it was true that truth was not, and true, of

course, by reason of truth; so that truth was before it began
to be Similarly, if it be asserted that truth has an end, it

follows that it is after it has ceased to be, for it will still be
true that truth is not. Therefore truth is eternal.

On the contrary
, God alone is eternal, as was laid down be-

fore.
27

I answer that

,

The truth of enunciations is nothing other

than the truth of the intellect. For an enunciation resides in

the intellect, and in speech. Now according as it is in the in-

tellect, it has truth of itself, but according as it is in speech,

it is called enunciable truth, according as it signifies some

truth of the intellect, and not because of any truth residing

in the enunciation, as though in a subject. Thus urine is

called healthy, not from any health within it but from the

health of an animal which it indicates. In like manner, it has

been already said that things are called true from the truth

of the intellect. Hence, if no intellect were eternal, no truth

would be eternal. Now because only the divine intellect is

eternal, in it alone truth has eternity. Nor does it follow from

this that anything else but God is eternal, since the truth

of the divine intellect is God Himself, as has already been

shown.

Reply Obj. 1. The nature of a circle, and the fact that two

and three make five, have eternity in the mind of God.

Reply Obj. 2. That something is always and everywhere

can be understood in two ways. In one way, as having m
itself the power to extend to all time and to all places, as it

belongs to God to be everywhere and always. In the other

Q. 10, a. 3.
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way, as not having in itself determination to any place or

time; as primary matter is said to be one, not because it has

one form, as man is one by the unity of one form, but by the

absence of all distinguishing forms. In this manner, all uni-

versals are said to be everywhere and always, in so far as

universal abstract from place and time. It does not, how-
ever, follow from this that they are eternal, except in an
intellect, if one exists that is eternal.

Reply Obj. 3. What is now was to be, before it was, be-

cause its future lay in its cause. Hence, if the cause were re-

moved, that thing’s coming to be would not be future But
the first cause is alone eternal. Hence it does not follow that

it was always true that what now is would be, except in so

far as its future being was in the sempiternal cause; and God
alone is such a cause.

Reply Obj. 4. Because our intellect is not eternal, neither

is the truth of enunciable propositions, which are formed by
us, eternal, but it had a beginning in time. Now before such

truth existed, it was not true to say that such a truth did

exist, except by reason of the divine intellect, wherein alone

truth is eternal. But it is true now to say that that truth did

not then exist: and this is true only by reason of the truth

that is now in our intellect, and not by reason of any truth

in the things. For this is truth concerning non-being, and
non-being has no truth of itself, but only so far as our intel-

lect apprehends it. Hence it is true to say that truth did not

exist, in so far as we apprehend its non-being as preceding

its being.

Eighth Article

WHETHER TRUTH IS IMMUTABLE ?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that truth is immutable. For Augus-
tine says that Truth and mind do not rank as equals

,
other-

wise truth would be mutable, as the mind is.
2S

Obj. 2. Further,- what survives all change is immutable;
as primary matter is unbegotten and incorruptible, since it

•jurvives all generation and corruption. But truth survives all

m De Ltb . Arb II, 12 (PL 32, 1239),
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change; for after every change it is true to say that a thing

is, or is not. Therefore, truth is immutable.
Obj 3. Further, if the truth of an enunciation changes, it

changes especially with the changing of the thing. But it

does not thus change. For truth, according to Anselm, is a
certain rightness

,

in so far as a thing answers to that which
is in the divine mind concerning it.

29 But this proposition,

Socrates sits

,

receiver from the divine mind the signification

that Socrates does sit
;
and it has the same signification even

though he does not sit. Therefore the truth of the proposition

in no way changes.

Obj 4. Further, where there is the same cause, there is the

same effect. But the same thing is the cause of the truth of

the three propositions, Socrates sits, will sit, sat. Therefore

the truth of each is the same. But one or other of these must
be the true one. Therefore the truth of these propositions

remains immutable; and for the same reason that of any
other proposition.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps . xi. 2), Truths are d&
cayed front among the children of men .

I answer that, Truth, properly speaking, resides only in

the intellect, as was said before; but things are called true

in virtue of the truth residing in an intellect. Hence the

mutability of truth must be regarded from the point of view

of the intellect, the truth of which consists in its conformity

to the things understood. Now this conformity may vary in

two ways, even as any other likeness, through change in one

of the two extremes Hence, in one way, truth varies on the

part of the intellect, from the fact that a change of opinion

occurs about a thing which in itself has not changed, and,

in another way, when the thing is changed, but not the

opinion. In either way there can be a change from true to

false. If, then, there is an intellect wherein there can be no

alternation of opinions, and the knowledge of which nothing

can escape, in this is immutable truth. Now such is the di-

vine intellect, as is clear from what has been said before.80

Hence the truth of the divine intellect is immutable. But

the truth of our intellect is mutable, not because it is itself

the subject of change, but in so far as our intellect changes

from truth to falsity; for thus forms may be called mutable.

»De Ver., VII; X (PL 158, 47SI 478). *°Q. 14, a. 15.
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But the truth of the divine intellect is that according to

which natural things are said to be true, and this is altogether

immutable.

Reply Ob). i. Augustine is speaking of divine truth.

Reply Ob). 2. The true and being are convertible terms.

Hence, just as being is nol generated nor corrupted of itself,

but accidentally, in so far as this being or that is corrupted

or generated, as is said in Physics i.,
31 so does truth change,

not so as that no truth remains, but because that particular

truth does not remain which existed previously.

Reply Ob). 3. A proposition not only has truth, as other

things are said to have it, namely, in so far as they corre-

spond to that which is the design of the divine intellect con-

cerning them, but it is said to have truth in a special way, in

,so far as it indicates the truth of the intellect, which consists

in the conformity of the intellect with a thing. When this

disappears, the truth of an opinion changes, and conse-

quently the truth of the proposition. So therefore this piopo-

sition, Socrates sits
, is true, as long as he is sitting, both with

the truth of the thing, in so far as the expression is significa-

tive, and with the truth of signification, in so far as it signi-

fies a true opinion. When Socrates rises, the first truth re-

mains, but the second is changed.

Reply Obj, 4. The sitting of Socrates, which is the cause
of the truth of the proposition, Socrates sits

, has not the

same status when Socrates sits, after he sits, and before he
sits. Hence the truth which results varies, and is variously

signified by these propositions concerning present, past, or

future. Thus it does not follow, though one of the three

propositions is true, that the same truth remains invariable,

Aristotle. Phys, I, 8 (191b 17).



Question XVII

CONCERNING FALSITY

{In Four Articles)

We next consider falsity. About this, four points of inquiry

arise: (i) Whether falsity exists in things? (2) Whether it

exists in the sense? (3) Whether it exists in the intellect?

(4) Concerning the opposition of the true and the false.

First Article

WHETHER FALSITY EXISTS IN THINGS?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It appears that falsity does not exist in things.

For Augustine says, If the true is that which is, it mil be

concluded that the false exists nowhere; whatever reason

may appear to the contraryA
Obj. 2. Further, false is derived from fallere [to deceive].

But things do not deceive; for, as Augustine says, they show
nothing but their own species 2 Therefore the false is not.

found in things

Obj. 3. Further, the true is said to exist in things by com
formity to the divine intellect, as was stated above,3 But

everything, m so far as it exists, imitates God. Therefore

everything is true without admixture of falsity; and thus

nothing is false.

On the contrary, Augustine says: Every body is a true

body and a false unity: for it imitates unity without being

unity.4 But everything imitates the divine unity, yet falls

short of it. Therefore in all things falsity exists.

I answer that, Since true and false are opposed, and since

opposites stand in relation to the same thing, we must needs

seek falsity where primarily we find truth, that is to say, in

the intellect. Now, in things, neither truth nor falsity exists,

except in relation to the intellect. And since every thing is

denominated absolutely by what belongs to it essentially, but

is denominated relatively by what belongs to it accidentally,

a thing may be called false absolutely when compared with

1 SoM.i n, 8 (PL 32, 892).
z De Vera Rehg, XXXVI (PL 34

152).
a
Q. 16, a. 1. Vera Relig

,

XXXIV (PL 34, 150)
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the intellect on which it depends, and to which it is related

essentially; but it may be called false relatively as ordered

to another intellect, to which it is related accidentally.

Now natural things depend on the divine intellect, as arti-

ficial things on the human. Therefore, artificial things are

said to be false absolutely and in themselves, in so far as

they fall short of the form of the art, whence a craftsman is

said to produce a false work, if it falls short of the proper

operation of his art. In things that depend on God, falseness

cannot be found, in so far as they are compared with the

divine intellect; since whatever takes place in things pro-

ceeds from the ordinance of that intellect, unless perhaps in

the case of voluntary agents only, who have it in their power
to withdraw themselves from what is so ordained, wherein

consists the evil of sin. Thus sins themselves are called un-

truths and lies in the Scriptures, according to the words of

the text, Why do you love vanity
,
and seek after lying?

(Ps. iv. 3) ; as on the other hand virtuous deeds are called

Che truth of life as being obedient to the order of the divine

intellect. Thus it is said, He that doth truth, cometh to the

light {Jo. iii. 21).

But in relation to our intellect, natural things, which are

compared thereto accidentally, can be called false, not ab-

solutely, but relatively; and that in two ways. In one way,
according to the thing signified, and thus a thing is said to

be false which is signified or represented by false speech or

thought. In this manner, anything can be said to be false

as regards any quality not possessed by it; as if we should

say that a diameter is a false commensurable thing, as the

Philosopher says.6 So, too, Augustine says: The tragedian is

a false Hector.
6 So, too, on the contrary, anything can be

called true, in regard to that which belongs to it. In another

way, a thing can be called false, by way of cause—and thus

a thing is said to be false that naturally begets a false opin-

ion. And because it is innate in us to judge of things by ex-

ternal appearances, since our knowledge takes its rise from
sense, which principally and essentially deals with external

accidents, therefore those external accidents which resemble

things other than themselves are said to be false with re-

spect to those things, thus gall is false honey, and tin, false

Metaph IV, 29 (1024b 19). Solti, H, 10 (PL 32, 893).
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silver. Regarding this, Augustine says: We call those things

false that appear to our apprehension like the true;

7

and the

Philosopher says: Things are called false that are naturally

apt to appear such as they are not
,
or what they are not *

In this sense a man is called false as delighting in false opin<

ions or words, and not because he can invent them, for in

that way many wise and learned persons might be called

false, as is stated in Metaph. v.9

Reply Obj. 1. A thing compared with the intellect is said

to be true in respect to what it is, and false in respect to

what it is not. Hence, The true tragedian is a false Hector
,

as stated in Sohloq. ii.
10 As, therefore, in things that are

there is found a certain non-being, so in things that are is

found a certain character of falseness.

Reply Ob). 2. Things do not deceive by their own nature,

but by accident. For they give occasion to falsity by the like-

ness they bear to things which they actually are not.

Reply Ob)

.

3. Things are said to be false, not as compared

with the divine intellect, in which case they would be false

absolutely, but as compared with our intellect; and thus they

are false only relatively.

To the argument which is urged on the contrary: A defec-

tive likeness or representation does not involve the character

of falsity except in so far as it gives occasion to false opin-

ion. Hence a thing is not always said to be false because it

resembles another thing, but only when the resemblance i?

such as naturally to produce a false opinion, not in sotru

cases, but in general.

Second Article

WHETHER THERE IS FALSITY IN THE SENSES?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that falsity is not in the senses. Fo
Augustine says: If all the bodily senses report as they art

affected, I do not know what more we can require from

them .
11 Thus it seems that we are not deceived by the senses

Therefore falsity is not in them.

7 Op cit H, 6 (PL 32, 889). * Metaph., IV, 29 (1024b 21)
9 Ibid. (1025a 2). Solti, II, 10 (PL 32, 893).

n De Vera Reh&>

xxxm (PL 34, 149).
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Ob}. 2. Further, the Philosopher says that falsity is not

proper to the senses, but to the imagination 12

Obj. 3. Further, in concepts there is neither true nor false,

but in judgments only. But affirmation and negation do not

belong to the senses. Therefore in the senses there is no

falsity.

On the contrary, Augustine says, It appears that the senses

entrap us into error by their deceptive similitudes .
1S

1 answer that, Falsity is not to be sought in the senses ex-

cept as truth is in them Now truth is not in them in such a

way that the senses know truth, but in so far as they have

a true apprehension of sensible things, as was said above.14

This ^akes place through the senses apprehending things as

they are; and hence it happens that falsity exists in the

senses through their apprehending or judging things to be
otherwise than they really are.

Now the knowledge of things by the senses is in propor-

tion to the existence of their likeness in the senses, and the

likeness of a thing can exist in the senses in three ways. In

the first way, primarily and essentially, as in sight there is

the likeness of colors and of other sensible objects proper to

it. Secondly, essentially, though not primarily, as in sight

there is the likeness of figure or bodily shape, and of other

sensible objects common to more than one sense Thirdly,

neither primarily nor essentially, but accidentally; as in

sight, there is the likeness of a man, not as man, but in so

far as it happens to the colored object to be a man.
Sense, then, has no false knowledge about its proper ob-

jects, except accidentally and rarely, and then because of an

indisposition in the organ it does not receive the sensible

form rightly; just as other passive subjects because of their

indisposition receive defectively the impressions of the agent.

Hence, for instance, it happens that because of an unhealthy

tongue sweet seems bitter to a sick person. But as to com-
mon objects of sense, and accidental objects, even a rightly

disposed sense may have a false judgment, because the sense

is referred to them not directly, but accidentally, or as a
consequence of being related to other objects.

M Metaphv HI, 5 (10x0b 2).

16, a. 2*

U
Q.

13 SohL, II, 6 (PL 32, 890).
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Reply Obj. 1 The affection of sense is its sensation itself.

Hence, from the fact that sense reports as it is affected, it

follows that we are not deceived in the judgment by which
we judge that we are sensing something. Since, however,
sense is sometimes affected otherwise than is the thing, it

follows that it sometimes reports that thing otherwise than

as it is; and thus we are deceived by sense about the thing,

not about the fact of sensation.

Reply Obj. 2. Falsity is said not to be proper to sense,

since sense is not deceived as to its proper object Hence in

another translation the text reads more plainly, Sense
,
about

its proper object
,
is never false .

15 Falsity is attributed to the

imagination, however, as it represents the likeness of some-

thing even in its absence. Hence, when anyone perceives the

likeness of a thing as if it were the thing itself, falsity re-

sults from such an apprehension, and for this reason ihe

Philosopher says that shadows
,
pictures and dreams are said

to be false inasmuch as they convey the likeness of things

without the substance.16

Reply Obj. 3. This argument proves that the false is not

in the sense as in that which knows the true and the false.

Third Article

WHETHER FALSITY IS IN THE INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1 It seems that falsity is not in the intellect.

For Augustine says, Everyone who is deceived understands

not that in which he is deceived .

11 But falsity is said to exist

in any knowledge in so far as we are deceived therein. There-

fore falsity does not exist in the intellect

Obj 2. Further, the Philosopher says that the intellect is

always right 18 Therefore there is no falsity in the intellect.

On the contrary, It is said in De amma iii. that where

there is composition of objects understood
,
there there is

truth and falsehood 19 But such composition is in the intel-

lect. Therefore truth and falsehood exist in the intellect.

I answer that, Just as a thing has being by its proper form,
35 Cf B Geyer, in Phil Jahrbuch,XXJC ( 1917), p 406.

10 Metaph

IV, 29 (1024b 23).
17 Lib 83 Quaest, q 32 (PL 40, 22).

18 Dc
An., Ill, 10 (433a 26).

19
Op. at, III, 6 (430a 2 7)»
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so the knowing power has knowledge by the likeness of the

thing known. Hence, as natural things do not fall short of

the being that belongs to them by their form, but may fall

short of accidental or consequent qualities, even as a man
may fail to possess two feet, but not fail to be a man; so the

power of knowing cannot fail in the knowledge of the thing

with the likeness of which it is informed, but may fail with

regard to something consequent upon that form, or acci-

dental thereto. For it has been said that sight is not deceived

in its proper sensible, but about common sensibles that are

consequent upon that proper object, or about accidental ob-

jects of sense Now as the sense is directly informed by the

likeness of its proper object, so is the intellect by the likeness

of the essence of a thing. Hence the intellect is not deceived

about the essence of a thing, as neither the sense about its

proper object. But in affirming and denying, the intellect

may be deceived by attributing to the thing, of which it

understands the essence, something which is not consequent

upon it, or is opposed to it. For the intellect is in the same
position as regards judging of such things, as sense is as to

judging of common, or accidental, sensible objects. There is,

however, this difference, as was before mentioned regarding

truth, that falsity can exist in the intellect not merely be-

cause the knowledge of the intellect is false, but because the

intellect is conscious of that false knowledge, as it is con-

scious of truth
,

20 whereas in the sense falsity does not exist

as known, as was stated above.

But because falsity of the intellect is concerned essentially

only with the composition of the intellect, falsity can occur

accidentally also in that operation of the intellect whereby
it knows the essence of a thing in so far as a composition of

the intellect is involved in it. This can take place in two
ways. In one way, by the intellect applying to one thing the

definition proper to another; as that of a circle to a man.
Therefore the definition of one thing is false of another. In

another way, by composing a definition of parts which are

mutually repugnant. For thus the definition is not only false

of the thing, but false in itself. A definition such as ‘a four-

footed rational animaP would be of this kind, and the intel-

lect false in making it; for such a statement as ‘some rational

90
Q, 16, a. 2,
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animals are four-footed’ is false in itself. For this reason the

intellect cannot be false in its knowledge of simple essences;

but it is either true, or it understands nothing at all.

Reply Obj. 1. Because the essence of a thing is the proper

object of the intellect, we are properly said to understand a
thing when we reduce it to its essence, and judge of it

thereby; as takes place in demonstrations, in which there is

no falsity. In this sense Augustine’s words must be under-

stood, that he who is deceived understands not that wherein

he is deceived; and not in the sense that no one is ever de-

ceived in any operation of the intellect.

Reply Obj. 2. The intellect is always right as regards first

principles, since it is not deceived about them for the same
reason that it is not deceived about what a thing is . For self-

known principles are such as are known as soon as the terms

are understood, from the fact that the predicate is contained

in the definition of the subject.

Fourth Article

WHETHER TRUE AND FALSE ARE CONTRARIES?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that true and false are not contra

ries. For true and false are opposed as that which is to that

which is not; for the true

,

as Augustine says, is that which

is?1 But that which is and that which is not are not opposed

as contraries. Therefore true and false are not contraries.

Obj , 2. Further, one of two contraries is not in the other.

But falsity is in truth, because, as Augustine says, A trage «

dian would not be a false Hector, if he were not a true trage *

dian 22 Therefore true and false are not contraries.

Obj. 3. Further, in God there is no contrariety, for noth-

ing is contrary to the Divine Substance , as Augustine says.
2*

But falsity is opposed to God, for an idol is called a lie in

Scripture. They have laid hold on lying (Jer . viii. 5), that is

to say, an idol
,
as the Gloss says.24 Therefore true and false

are not contraries.

*Som., n, 5 (pl 32, 889). *op. dt.f n, 10 (pl 32, 893).
28 De Civit. Dei, XII, 2 (PL 4L 35°)

* Glossa interl,

,

super Jert

*

miak, Vm, 5 (IV, 123V).—Cf. St. Jerome, In Jercm., super VUI, f

(PL 24, 765).
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says that a false opin-

ion is contrary to a true one.25

I answer that
,
True and false are opposed as contraries,

and not, as some have said, as affirmation and negation.26 In

proof of which it must be considered that negation neither

asserts anything nor determines for itself any subject. It can

therefore be said of being as of non-being, for instance, not-

seeing or not-sittmg. But though privation asserts nothing,

it determines & subject, for it is negation m a subject

,

as is

stated in Metaph iv.;
27 for blindness is not said except of

one whose nature it is to see. Contraries, however, both as-

sert something and determine a subject, for blackness is a
species of color. Now falsity asserts something, for a thing is

false, as the Philosopher says,2S inasmuch as something is

said or seems to be something that it is not
,
or not to be

what it really is. For as truth implies an adequate apprehen-

sion of a thing, so falsity implies the contrary. Hence it is

clear that true and false are contraries.

Reply Obj. 1. What is in things is the truth of the thing;

out what is apprehended is the truth of the intellect, wherein

truth primarily resides Hence the false is that which is not

as apprehended But to apprehend being and non-being im-

plies contrariety; for, as the Philosopher proves, the con-

trary of the statement good ts good is, good is not good 29

Reply Obj, 2 Falsity is not founded in the truth which is

contrary to it, just as evil is not founded in the good which
is contrary to it, but in that which is its proper subject. This
happens m both cases because true and good are universals

and convertible with being. Hence, as every privation is

founded in a subject that is a being, so every evil is founded

in some good, and every falsity in some truth.

Reply Obj, 3. Because contraries, and opposites by way of

privation, are by nature about one and the same thing, there-

fore there is nothing contrary to God, considered in Him-
self, either with respect to His goodness or His truth; for in

His intellect there can be nothing false. But in our apprehen-

w Penh., H, 14 (23b 35)
38 Cf Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol,, I,

no. 101 (I, 159). ^Aristotle, Metaph.:, Ill, 2 (1004a 15); IV, 22

(1022a 26).
28 Op dt

,

III, 7 (1011b 26)
20
Perth

,

II, 14 (23b

35)-
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sion of Him, God has a contrary, for the false opinion con-
cerning Him is contrary to the true. So idols are called lies

which are opposed to the divine truth, inasmuch as the false
opinion concerning them is contrary to the true opinion of
the divine unity.



Question XIX

THE WILL OF GOD

{In Twelve Articles)

After considering the things belonging to the divine knowl-

edge, we consider what belongs to the divine will. The first

consideration is about the divine will itself, the second,

about what belongs to His will absolutely; 1 the third, about

what belongs to the intellect in relation to His will.
2 About

His will itself there are twelve points of inquiry: (i)

Whether there is will in God? (2) Whether God wills things

other than Himself? (3) Whether whatever God wills, He
wills necessarily? (4) Whether the will of God is the cause

of things? (5) Whether any cause can be assigned to the

divine will? (6) Whether the divine will is always fulfilled?

(7) Whether the will of God is mutable? (8) Whether the

will of God imposes necessity on the things willed? (9)

Whether God wills evil? (10) Whether God has free choice?

(11) Whether the will of sign is distinguished in God? (12)

Whether five signs of will are rightly held of the divine will?

First Article

WHETHER THERE IS WELL IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that there is no will in God. For the

object of will is the end and the good. But we cannot assign

any end to God. Therefore there is no will in God.

06/. 2. Further, will is a kind of appetite. But appetite,

since it is directed to things not possessed, implies imperfec-

tion, which cannot be imputed to God. Therefore there is no
will in God.

Obj. 3. Further, according to the Philosopher, the will is a
moved mover.3 But God is the first mover, Himself unmoved,
&s is proved in Physics viii.

4 Therefore there is no will in

God.

*Q. 20.
aQ 22. *De An., HI, 10 (433b 16).

*
Aristotle,

Phyz.t VIH, 6 (258b 10)

.
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On the contrary

,

The Apostle says (Rom. xii. 2): That
you may prove what is the will of God

.

/ answer that
,
There is will in God, just as there is in-

tellect: since will follows upon intellect. For as natural things

have actual being by their form, so the intellect is actually

knowing by its intelligible form. Now everything has this

disposition towards its natural form, that when it does not

have it, it tends towards it; and when it has it, it is at rest

therein. It is the same with every natural perfection, which
is a natural good. This disposition to good in things without
knowledge is called natural appetite. Whence also intellec-

tual natures have a like disposition to good as apprehended
through an intelligible form, so as to rest therein when pos-

sessed, and when not possessed to seek to possess it
;
both of

which pertain to the will. Hence in every intellectual being

there is will
)
just as in every sensible being there is animal

appetite . And so there must be will in God, since there is

intellect in Him. And as His knowing is His own being, so

is His willing.

Reply Obj. 1. Although nothing apart from God is His
end, vet He Himself is the end with resoect to all things
mada fry jtiim Ano He is tiie end fry His essence. tor by Hr
essence He is good, as was shown above: 6 for the end hat

the aspect of good.

Reply Obj. 2. Will in us belongs to the appetitive part,

which, although named from appetite, has not for its only

act to seek what it does not possess, but also to love and de-

light in what it does possess. In this respect will is said to

be in God, as always possessing the good which is its object;

since, as we have already said, it is not in essence distind

from this good.

Reply Obj . 3. A will, of which the principal object is a

good outside itself, must be moved by another: but the ob-

ject of the divine will is His goodness, which is His essence.

Hence, since the will of God is His essence, it is not moved
by another than itself, but by itself alone (in the same sense,

of course, in which understanding and willing are said to be

movements). This is what Plato meant when he said that

the first mover moves himself.6

*Q. 6, a. 3.
6
Cf. S T.s q. g, a. 1. ad. 1.
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Second Article

WHETHER GOD WILLS THINGS OTHER THAN HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Second Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not will things other

than Himself. For the divine will is the divine being. But
God is not other than Himself. Therefore He does not will

things other than Himself.

Obj. 2. Further, the object willed moves the one who wills,

as the appetible the appetite, as is stated in De Amina iii.
7

If, therefore, God wills anything apart from Himself, His

will must be moved by another; which is impossible.

Obj. 3. Further, if what is willed suffices the one who wills,

he seeks nothing beyond it. But His own goodness suffices

God, and completely satisfies His will. Therefore God does

not will anything other than Himself.

Obj . 4. Further, acts of the will are multiplied according

to the number of their objects If, therefore, God wills Him-
self and things other than Himself, it follows that the act

of His will is manifold, and consequently His being, which

is His will. But this is impossible Therefore God does not

will things other than Himself.

On the contrary
, The Apostle says (r Thess. iv. 3) : This

is the will of God
,
your sanctification.

I answer that, God wills not only Himself, but also things

other than Himself. This is clear from the comparison made
above. For natural things have a natural inclination not only

towards their own proper good, to acquire it if not possessed,

and, if possessed, to rest therein; but also to diffuse their own
good among others so far as possible. Hence we see that

every agent, in so far as it is perfect and in act, produces

its like. It pertains, therefore, to the nature of the will to

communicate as far as possible to others the good possessed;

and especially does this pertain to the divine will, from which
all perfection is derived in some kind of likeness. Hence, if

natural things, in so far as they are perfect, communicate
fheir good to others, much more does it pertain to the divine

Will to communicate by likeness its own good to others as
rnuch as is possible. Thus, then, He wills both Himself to be,

r
Aristotle, De An., m, 10 (433b 17).
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and other things to be; but Himself as the end, and other

things as ordained to that end, inasmuch as it befits the di-

vine goodness that other things should be partakers therein.

Reply Obj. 1 Although in God to will is really the same
as to be, yet they differ logically, according to the different

ways of understanding them and signifying them, as is clear

from what has been already said.8 For when we say that God
exists, no relation to any other thing is implied, as we do
imply when we say that God wills Therefore, although He
is not anything other than Himself, yet He does will things

other than Himself.

Reply Obj . 2. In things willed for the sake of the end, the

whole reason for our being moved is the end; and this it is

that moves the will, as most clearly appears in things willed

only for the sake of the end. He who wills to take a bitter

draught, in doing so wills nothing else than health; and this

alone moves his will. It is different with one who takes a

draught that is pleasant, which anyone may will to do, not

only for the sake of health, but also for its own sake. Hence,
although God wills things other than Himself only for the

sake of the end, which is His own goodness, it does not fol-

low that anything else moves His will, except His goodness,

So, as He understands things other than Himself by under*'

standing His own essence, so He wills things other than

Himself by willing His own goodness.

Reply Obj . 3. From the fact that His own goodness suffices

the divine will, it does not follow that it wills nothing other

than itself, but rather that it wills nothing except by reason

of its goodness. Thus, too, the divine intellect: although its

perfection consists in its knowledge of the divine essence, yet

in that essence it knows other things.

Reply Obj , 4. As the divine knowing is one, as seeing the

many only in the one, in the same way the divine willing is

one and simple, as willing the many only through the one,

that is, through its own goodness.

Q 13, a. 4.
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Third Article

WHETHER WHATEVER GOD WILLS HE WILLS
NECESSARILY?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that whatever God wills He wills

necessarily. For everything eternal is necessary. But what-

ever God wills, He wills from eternity, for otherwise His will

would be mutable. Therefore whatever He wills, He wills

necessarily.

Obj . 2. Further, God wills things other than Himself inas-

much as He wills His own goodness. Now God wills His own
goodness necessarily. Therefore He wills things other than

Himself necessarily.

Obj. 3. Further, whatever belongs to the nature of God is

necessary, for God is of Himself necessary being, and the

source of all necessity, as was above shown.9 But it belongs

to His nature to will whatever He wills; since in God there

can be nothing over and above His nature, as is stated in

Metaph . v.
10 Therefore whatever He wills, He wills neces-

sarily.

Obj . 4. Further, being that is not necessary, and being that

is possible not to be, are one and the same thing. If, there-

fore, God does not necessarily will a thing that He wills, it

is also possible for Him not to will it, and therefore possible

for Him to will what He does not will. And so the divine will

is contingent, with respect to choosing determinately among
these things; and also imperfect, since everything contingent

is imperfect and mutable.

Obj . 5. Further, on the part of that which is indifferent to

one or the other of two things, no action results unless it is

inclined to one or the other by some other being, as the

Commentator says on Physics ii.
11

If, then, the will of God
is indifferent with regard to anything, it follows that His
determination to a given effect comes from another; and
thus He has some cause prior to Himself.

Obj . 6. Further, whatever God knows He knows neces-

sarily. But as the divine knowledge is His essence, so is the

•Q. 2, a. 3.
10

Aristotle, Metaph

,

IV, 5 (1015b 15).
11 Phys

n, comm 48 (IV, 3iv).
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divine will. Therefore whatever God wills He wills neces-

sarily.

On the contrary
,
The Apostle says (Bphes i. 11): Who

worketh all things according to the counsel of His wtU. Now,
what we work according to the counsel of the will, we do not
will necessarily. Therefore God does not will necessarily

whatever He wills.

I answer that

,

There are two ways in which a thing is said

to be necessary, namely, absolutely, and by supposition. We
judge a thing to be absolutely necessary from the relation of

the terms, as when the predicate forms part of the definition

of the subject* thus it is necessary that man is an animal;

or as when the subject forms part of the notion of the pred-

icate: thus it is necessary that a number must be odd or

even. In this way it is not necessary that Socrates sits: hence

it is not necessary absolutely, but it may be so by supposi-

tion; for, granted that he is sitting, he must necessarily sit,

as long as he is sitting.

Accordingly, as to things willed by God, we must observe

that He wills something of absolute necessity; but this is not

true of all that He wills. For the divine will has a necessary

relation to the divine goodness, since that is its proper ob-

ject. Hence God wills the being of His own goodness nec-

essarily, even as we will our own happiness necessarily, and
as any other power has a necessary relation to its proper and
principal object, for instance the sight to color, since it is

of its nature to tend to it. But God wills things other than

Himself in so far as they are ordered to His own goodness

as their end. Now in willing an end we do not necessarily

will things that conduce to it, unless they are such that the

end cannot be attained without them; as, we will to take

food to preserve life, or to take a ship in order to cross the

sea. But we do not will necessarily those things without

which the end is attainable, such as a horse for a stroll, since

we can take a stroll without a horse. The same applies to

other means. Hence, since the goodness of God is perfect and
can exist without other things, inasmuch as no perfection can

accrue to Him from them, it follows that for Him to will

things other than Himself is not absolutely necessary. Yet
it can be necessary by supposition, for supposing that He
wills a thing, then He is unable not to will it, as His will can-

not change.
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Reply Obj. 1 . From the fact that God wills from eternity

whatever He wills, it does not follow that He wills it neces-

sarily, except by supposition.

Reply Obj 2, Although God wills necessarily His own
goodness, He does not necessarily will things willed because

of His goodness; for it can exist without other things.

Reply Obj . 3. It is not natural to God to will any of those

other things that He does not will necessarily, and yet it is

not unnatural or contrary to His nature, but voluntary.

Reply Ob7. 4. Sometimes a necessary cause has a non-

necessary relation to an effect, owing to a deficiency in the

effect, and not m the cause. Thus, the sun's power has a non-

necessary relation to some contingent events on this earth

owing to a defect, not in the solar power, but in the effect

that proceeds not necessarily from the cause. In the same
way, that God does not necessarily will some of the things

that He wills, does not result from defect in the divine will,

but from a defect belonging to the nature of the thing willed,

namely, that the perfect goodness of God can be without it;

and such defect accompanies every created good.

Reply Obj, 5. A naturally contingent cause must be deter-

mined to act by some external being The divine will, how-
ever, which by its nature is necessary, determines itself to

will things to which it has no necessary relation.

Reply Obj. 6. Just as the divine being is necessary of it-

self, so is the divine willing and the divine knowing
;
but the

divine knowing has a necessary relation to the thing known;
not the divine willing, however, to the thing willed. The rea-

son for this is that knowledge is of things as they exist in

the knower; but the will is related to things as they exist in

themselves. Since, then, all other things have a necessary

being inasmuch as they exist in God, but no absolute neces-

sity to be necessary in themselves, in so far as they exist in

themselves, it follows that God knows necessarily whatever
He knows, but does not will necessarily whatever He wills.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE WILL OF GOD IS THE CAUSE OF THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God is not the cause
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of things. For Dionysius says: our sun, not by reasoning

nor by choice, but by its very being, enlightens all things

that can participate in its light, so the divine good by its

very essence pours the rays of its goodness upon everything

that exists

P

But every voluntary agent acts by reasoning

and choice. Therefore God does not act by will
;
and so His

will is not the cause of things.

Ob). 2. Further, the first in any order is that which is

essentially so; thus in the order of burning things, that

comes first which is fire by its essence. But God is the first

agent. Therefore He acts by His essence; and that is His
nature. He acts then by nature, and not by will. Therefore

the divine will is not the cause of things.

Ob) 3. Further, whatever is the cause of anything, be-

cause it itself is such a thing, is a cause by nature, and not

by will For fire is the cause of heat, as being itself hot;

whereas an architect is the cause of a house, because he wills

to build it. Now Augustine says, Because God is good, we
exist 13 Therefore God is the cause of things by His nature,

and not by His will.

Ob). 4. Further, of one thing there is one cause. But the

cause of created things is the knowledge of God, as was said

before.14 Therefore the will of God cannot be considered the

cause of things

On the contrary
,
It is said (Wis. xi. 26), How could any-

thing endure, if Thou wouldst not?

I answer that, We must hold that the will of God is the

cause of things, and that He acts by the will, and not, as

some have supposed, by a necessity of His nature.

This can be shown in three ways: First, from the order

itself of agent causes. Since both intellect and nature act for

an end, as is proved in Physics ii.,
15 the natural agent must

have the end and the necessary means predetermined for it

by some higher intellect; as, the end and definite movement
is predetermined for the arrow by the archer. Hence the in-

tellectual and voluntary agent must precede the agent that

acts by nature. Hence, since God is first in the order of

agents, He must act by intellect and will.

This is shown, secondly, from the character of a natural

agent, to which it belongs to produce one and the same ef-

33 De Div. Nom, IV, 1 (FG 3, 693) ™De Doct. Christ, I, 3*

(PL 34, 32).
u
Q. 14, a. 8 “Aristotle, Phys

,

II, 5 (196b 21)
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feet; for nature operates in one and the same way, unless

it be prevented. This is because the nature of the act is ac-

cording to the nature of the agent, and hence as long as it

has that nature, its acts will be in accordance with that na-

ture; for every natural agent has a determinate being. Since,

then, the divine being is undetermined, and contains in Him-
self the full perfection of being, it cannot be that He acts

by a necessity of His nature, unless He were to cause some-

thing undetermined and indefinite in being
,
and that this is

impossible has been already shown 16 He does not, therefore,

act by a necessity of His nature, but determined effects pro-

ceed from His own infinite perfection according to the de-

termination of His will and intellect.

Thirdly, it is shown by the relation of effects to their

cause. For effects proceed from the agent that causes them
in so far as they pre-exist in the agent; since every agent

produces its like. Now effects pre-exist in their cause after

the mode of the cause. Therefore, since the divine being is

His own intellect, effects pre-exist in Him after the mode of

intellect, and therefore proceed from Him after the same
mode Consequently, they proceed from Him after the mode
of will, for His inclination to put in act what His intellect

has conceived pertains to the will Therefore the will of God
is the cause of things.

Reply Ob]. 1. Dionysius in these words does not intend to

exclude election from God absolutely, but only in a certain

sense, in so far, that is, as He communicates His goodness

not merely to certain beings, but to all; whereas election im-

plies a certain distinction.

Reply Obj. 2. Because the essence of God is His intellect

and will, from the fact of His acting by His essence it follows

that He acts after the mode of intellect and will.

Reply Obj. 3. Good is the object of the will. The word&,

therefore, Because God is good
,
we exist,

are true inasmuch
as His Goodness is the reason of His willing all other things,

as was said before.

Reply Obj. 4. Even in us the cause of one and the same
effect is knowledge as directing it, whereby the form of the

thing to be done is conceived, and will as commanding it,

-since the form as it is only in the intellect is not determined

*Q. 2, a. 2.
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to exist or not to exist actually, except by the will. Hence,
the speculative intellect has nothing to say as to operation.

But the power of the agent is cause, as executing the effect,

since it denotes the immediate principle of operation. But in

God all these things are one.

Fifth Article

WHETHER ANY CAUSE CAN BE ASSIGNED TO THE
DIVINE WILL?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1 It seems that some cause can be assigned to

the divine will. For Augustine says: Who would venture to

say that God made all things irrationally? 17 But to a volun-

tary agent, the reason for acting is also the cause of willing.

Therefore the will of God has some cause.

Obj . 2. Further, in things made by one who wills to make
them, and whose will is influenced by no cause, there can be

no cause assigned except the will of him who wills. But the

will of God is the cause of all things, as has been already

shown. If, then, there is no cause of His will, in the whole
realm of natural things we cannot seek any cause, except

the divine will alone. Thus all the sciences would be in vain,

since science seeks to assign causes to effects. This seems in-

admissible, and therefore we must assign some cause to the

divine will.

Obj. 3. Further, what is done by the one who wills, because

of no cause, depends absolutely on his will. If, therefore, the

will 01 God has no cause, it follows that all things made de-

pend absolutely on His will, and have no other cause. But
this also is not admissible.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says: Every efficient cause is

greater than the thing effected. But nothing is greater than

the will of God. We must not then seek for a cause of it

,

18

I answer that
, In no wise has the will of God a cause. In

proof of which we must consider that, since the will follows

from the intellect, the cause explaining the willing of one
who wills is the same as the cause explaining the knowing
of one who knows. The case with the intellect is this: that if

17 Lib. 83 Quaest , q. 46 (PL 40, 30).
M
Op. cit , q. 28 (PL 40, 18).
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the principle and its conclusion are understood separately

from each other, the understanding of the principle is the

cause that the conclusion is known. But if the intellect per-

ceive the conclusion in the principle itself, apprehending

both the one and the other at the same glance, in this case

the knowledge of the conclusion would not be caused by un-

derstanding the principles, since a thing cannot be its own
cause

;
and yet, it would be true that the intellect would un-

derstand the principles to be the cause of the conclusion. It

is the same with the will, with respect to which the end

stands in the same relation to the means as principles to the

conclusions in the intellect.

Hence, if anyone in one act wills an end, and in another

act the means to that end, his willing the end will be the

cause of his willing the means. This cannot be the case if

in one act he wills both end and means; for a thing cannot

be its own cause. Yet it will be true to say that he wills to

order to the end the means to the end. Now as God by one

act understands all things in His essence, so by one act He
wills all things in His goodness. Hence, as in God to under-

stand the cause is not the cause of His understanding the

effect (for He understands the effect in the cause), so, in

Him, to will an end is not the cause of His willing the means;
yet He wills the ordering of the means to the end. Therefore

He wills this to be as means to that; but He does not will

this because of that.

Reply Obj. 1 The will of God is reasonable, not because

anything is to God a cause of willing, but in so far as He
wills one thing to be because of another

Reply Obj . 2. Since God wills effects to proceed from defi-

nite causes, for the preservation of order in the universe, it

is not unreasonable to seek for causes secondary to the di-

vine will. It would, however, be unreasonable to do so, if

such were considered as primary, and not as dependent on
the will of God. In this sense Augustine says: Philosophers

in their vanity have thought fit to attribute contingent ef-

fects to other causes
,
being utterly unable to perceive the

cause that is above all others
,
the will of God.19

Reply Obj. 3. Since God wills that effects be because of

their causes, all effects that presuppose some other effect do
dot depend solely on the will of God, but on something else

10 De Trbt < III, 2 (PL 42, 87x1.
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besides: but the first effect depends on the divine will alone.

Thus, for example, we may say that God willed man to have
hands to serve his intellect by their work, and an intellect,

that he might be man, and willed him to be man that he
might enjoy Him, or for the completion of the universe. But
this cannot be reduced to further created secondary ends.

Hence such things depend on the simple will of God; but
the others on the order of other causes

Sixth Article

WHETHER THE WILL OF GOD IS ALWAYS FULFILLED?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1 It seems that the will of God is not always
fulfilled. For the Apostle says (1 Tim

.

ii. 4)* God will have
all men to be saved

,
and to come to the knowledge of the

truth. But this does not happen. Therefore the will of God
is not always fulfilled.

Obj. 2. Further, as is the relation of knowledge to truth,

so is that of the will to good. Now God knows all truth.

Therefore He wills all good But not all good actually exists;

for much more good might exist. Therefore the will of God
is not always fulfilled

Obj. 3. Further, since the will of God is the first cause, it

does not exclude intermediate causes. But the effect of a first

cause may be hindered by a defect of a secondary cause, as

the effect of the locomotive power of the body may be hin-

dered by the incapacity of a leg. Therefore the effect of the

divine will may be hindered by a defect of the secondary

causes. The will of God, therefore, is not always fulfilled.

On the contrary

,

It is said (Ps . cxiii. 11) : God hath done

aU things, whatsoever He would .

I answer that, The will of God must needs always be ful-

filled. In proof of which we must consider that, since an ef-

fect is conformed to the agent according to its form, the rule

is the same with agent causes as with formal causes. The
rule in forms is this: that although a thing may fall short of

any particular form, it cannot fall short of the universal

form. For though a thing may fail to be a man or a living

being, for example, yet it cannot fail to be a being. Hence
the same must happen in agent causes. Something may es-
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cape the order of any particular agent cause, but not the

order ot the universal cause under which all particular causes

are included; and if any particular cause fails of its effect,

this is because of the hindrance of some other particular

cause, which is included within the order of the universal

cause. Therefore, an effect cannot possibly escape the order

of the universal cause. This is clearly seen also in corporeal

things. For it may happen that a star is hindered from pro-

ducing its effects; yet whatever effect does result within the

realm of corporeal things, as a consequence of this hindrance

of a Corporeal cause, must be referred through intermediate

causes to the universal influence of the first heavens.

Since, then, the will of God is the universal cause of all

things, it is impossible that the divine will should not pro-

duce its effect. Hence that which seems to depart from the

divine will in one order, returns into it in another; as does

the sinner, who by sin falls away from the divine will as

much as lies in him, yet falls back into the order of that will,

when by its justice he is punished.

Reply Obj. 1. The words of the Apostle, God will have all

men to be saved

,

etc
,
can be understood in three ways. First,

by a restricted application, in which case they would mean,
as Augustine says, God wills all men to be saved that are

saved, not because there is no man whom He does not wish

saved, but because there is no man saved whose salvation

He does not will Secondly, they can be understood as ap-

plying to every class of individuals, not to every individual

of each class
,
in which case they mean that God wills some

men of every class and condition to be saved, males and
females, Jews and Gentiles, great and small, but not all of

every condition. Thirdly, according to Damascene, they are

understood of the antecedent will of God; not of the con-

sequent will .

21 This distinction must not be taken as apply-

ing to the divine will itself, in which there is nothing ante-

cedent or consequent, but to the things willed.

To understand this we must consider that everything, in

so far as it is good, is willed by God. A thing taken in its

primary sense, and absolutely considered, may be good or

evil, and yet, when some additional circumstances are taken

*°Enchir., CHI (PL 40, 280) . Fide Orth

,

II, 29 (PG 94, 968).
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into account, by a consequent consideration may be changed
into the contrary. Thus that a man should live is good; and
that a man should be killed is evil, absolutely considered.

But if in a particular case we add that a man is a murderer
or dangerous to society, to kill him is a good; that he live is

an evil. Hence it may be said of a just judge, that anteced-

ently he wills all men to live; but consequently wills the

murderer to be hanged. In the same way, God antecedently

wills all men to be saved, but consequently wills some to be
damned, as His justice exacts. Nor do we will absolutely

what we will antecedently, but rather we will it in a qualified

manner; for the will is directed to things as they are in them-
selves, and in themselves they exist under particular condi-

tions. Hence we will a thing absolutely inasmuch as we will

it when all particular circumstances are considered
;
and this

is what is meant by willing consequently. Thus it may be

said
f

that a just judge wills absolutely the hanging of a mur-
derer, but in a qualified manner he would will him to live>

namely, inasmuch as he is a man. Such a qualified will maj
be called a velleity rather than an absolute will. Thus it h
clear that whatever God wills absolutely takes place; al-

though what He wills antecedently may not take place.

Reply Obj. 2. An act of the cognitive power takes place

according as the thing known is in the knower
,
while an act

of the appetitive power is directed to things as they exist in

themselves. But all that can have the nature of being and
truth is virtually in God, though it does not all exist in cre-

ated things. Therefore God knows all truth, but does not will

all good, except in so far as He wills Himself, in Whom all

good exists virtually.

Reply Obj . 3. A first cause can be hindered in its effect by
deficiency in the secondary cause, when it is not the universal

first cause, including under itself all causes; for then the ef-

fect could in no way escape the order of this cause. And thus

it is with the will of God, as was said above.

Seventh Article

WHETHER THE WILL OF GOD IS CHANGEABLE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God is changeable
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For the Lord says {Gen, vi. 7) : It repenteth Me that 1 have
made man But whoever repents of what he has done, has a

changeable will. Therefore God has a changeable will.

Obj. 2. Further, it is said in the person of the Lord: I will

speak against a nation and against a kingdom,
to root out,

and to pull down, and to destroy it; but if that nation shall

repent of its evil, I also mil repent of the evil that I have

thought to do to them {Jer, xviii. 7, 8). Therefore God has

a changeable will

Obj . 3. Further, whatever God does, He does voluntarily.

But God does not always do the same thing, for at one time

He ordered the law to be observed, and at another time for-

bade it. Therefore He has a chanageable will.

Obj . 4. Further, God does not will of necessity what He
wills, as was said before. Therefore He can both will and not

will the same thing But whatever can incline to either of

two opposites is changeable; as that which can exist and not

exist is changeable substantially, and that which can exist

in a place or not in that place is changeable locally. There-

fore God is changeable as regards His will.

On the contrary, It is said: God is not as a man, that He
should lie

,
nor as the son of man, that He should be changed

(Num. xxiii. 19).

I answer that, The will of God is entirely unchangeable.

On this point we must consider that to change the will is one
thing, to will that certain things should be changed is an-

other. For it is possible to will a thing to be done now and
its contrary afterwards, and yet for the will to remain

permanently the same, whereas the will would be changed
if one should begin to will what before he had not willed, or

cease to will what he had willed before. This cannot happen,

unless we presuppose change either in the knowledge or in

the disposition of the substance of the one who wills. For
since the will is concerned with the good, a man may in two
ways begin to will a thing. In one way, when that thing

begins to be good for him, and this does not take place

without a change in him. Thus when the cold weather be-

gins, it becomes good to sit by the fire; though it was not

so before. In another way, when he knows for the first time

that a thing is good for him, though he did not know it

before. For, after all, we take counsel in order to know
what is good for us. Now it has already been shown that
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both the substance of God and His knowledge are entirely

unchangeable.22 Therefore His will must be entirely un-
changeable.

Reply Obj . 1. These words of the Lord are to be under-
stood metaphorically, and according to the likeness of our
nature. For when we repent, we destroy what we have
made; although we may even do so without change of will,

as, when a man wills to make a thing, at the same time in-

tending to destroy it later Therefore, God is said to have
repented by way of comparison with our mode of acting, in

so far as by the deluge He removed from the face of the earth

man whom He had previously made
Reply Ob), 2. The will of God, as it is the first and univer-

sal cause, does not exclude intermediate causes that have
power to produce certain effects. Since, however, all inter-1

mediate causes are inferior in power to the first cause, there

are many things in the divine power, knowledge and will

that are not included in the order of inferior causes. Thus
in the case of the raising of Lazarus, one who looked only at

inferior causes could have said: Lazarus will not rise again;

but looking at the divine first cause, he could have said

Lazarus will rise again And God wills both* that is, that a

thing shall happen in the order of the inferior cause, but

that it shall not happen in the order of the higher cause, or

He may will conversely. We may say, then, that God some-

times declares that a thing shall happen according as it falls

under the order of inferior causes (for example, the dispo-

sitions of nature or the merits of men), which yet does not

happen, as not being in the designs of the divine and higher

cause. Thus He foretold to Ezechias: Take order with thy

house
, for thou shalt die, and not live (Isa. xxxviii. 1). Yet

this did not take place, since from eternity it was otherwise

disposed in the divine knowledge and will, which is un-

changeable. Hence Gregory says: The sentence of God
changes

,
but not His counsel 23—that is to say, the counsel

of His will. When therefore He says, I also will repent, His

words must be understood metaphorically. For men seem to

repent, when they do not fulfill what they* have threatened.

Reply Obj. 3 It does not follow from this argument that

God has a will that changes, but that He wills that thing?

should change.

9j a. 1; q. 14, a. 15.
23 Moral., XVI, 10 (PL 75 , 1127).
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Reply Obj. 4. Although God’s willing a thing is not by
absolute necessity, yet it is necessary by supposition, because

of the unchangeableness of the divine will, as has been said

above.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THE WILL OF GOD IMPOSES NECESSITY ON
THE THINGS WILLED?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:

—

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God imposes

necessity on the things willed. For Augustine says: No one

is saved
,
except whom God has willed to be saved . He must

therefore be asked to will it; for if He wills it, it must
necessari&y be.2*

Ob}. 2. Further, every cause that cannot be hindered pro-

duces its effect necessarily, because, as the Philosopher says,

nature always works in the same way
, if there is nothing to

hinder it .

25 But the will of God cannot be hindered. For the

Apostle says {Rom. ix. 19) : Who resisteth His will? There-

fore the will of God imposes necessity on the things willed.

Obj. 3. Further, whatever is necessary by its antecedent

cause is necessary absolutely; it is thus necessary that ani-

mals should die, being compounded of contrary elements.

Now things created by God are related to the divine will as

to an antecedent cause, whereby they have necessity. For
this conditional proposition is true: if God wills a thing, it

comes to pass: and every true conditional proposition is

necessary. It follows therefore that all that God wills is

necessary absolutely.

On the contrary, All good things that exist God wills

to be. If therefore His will imposes necessity on the things

willed, it follows that all good happens of necessity; and
thus there is an end of free choice, counsel, and all other

such things.

1 answer that
,
The divine will imposes necessity on some

things willed, but not on all. The reason of this some have
chosen to assign, to intermediate causes, holding that what
God produces by necessary causes is necessary, and what
He produces by contingent causes contingent.

u
Enchir., CIII (PL 40, 280). * Aristotle, Phys

^

II, 8 (199b

18).
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This does not seem to be a sufficient explanation, for

two reasons. First, because the effect of a first cause is con-
tingent because of the secondary cause, from the fact that

the effect of the first cause is hindered by deficiency in the
second cause, as the sun’s power is hindered by a defect in

the plant. But no defect of a secondary cause can hinder
God’s will from producing its effect. Secondly, because if

the distinction between the contingent and the necessary is

to be referred only to secondary causes, this must mean that

the distinction itself escapes the divine intention and will;

which is inadmissible.

It is better therefore to say that this happens because of

the efficacy of the divine will For when a cause is efficacious

to act, the effect follows upon the cause, not only as to the

thing done, but also as to its manner of being done or of

being. Thus from defect of active power in the seed it may
happen that a child is born unlike its father in accidental

points, which belong to its manner of being. Since then the

divine will is perfectly efficacious, it follows not only that

things are done which God wills to be done, but also that

they are done in the way that He wills. Now God wills some
things to be done necessarily, some contingently, so that

there be a right order in things for the perfection of the

universe. Therefore to some effects He has attached um
failing necessary causes, from which the effects follow

necessarily; but to others defectible and contingent causes,

from which effects arise contingently. Hence it is not be-

cause the proximate causes are contingent that the effects

willed by God happen contingently; but God has prepared

contingent causes for them because He has willed that they

should happen contingently.

Reply Obj. 1. By the words of Augustine we must under-

stand a necessity in things willed by God that is not absolute,

but conditional For the conditional proposition that if God
wills a thing, it must necessarily be, is necessarily true.

Reply Obj. 2. From the very fact that nothing resists the

divine will, it follows not only that those things happen
that God wills to happen, but that they happen necessarily

or contingently according to His will.

Reply Obj. 3. Consequents have necessity from their an-

tecedents according to the mode of the antecedents. Hence
things effected by the divine will have that kind of necessity
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that God wills them to have, either absolute or conditional.

Not all things, therefore, are necessary absolutely.

Ninth Article

WHETHER GOD WILLS EVILS?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that God wills evils. For every good
that exists, God wills. But it is a good that evil should exist.

For Augustine says: Although evil in so far as it is evil is

not a good, yet it is good that not only good things should

mist, but also evil things?® Therefore God wills evil things.

Ob}

.

2. Further, Dionysius says: Evil would conduce to

the perfection of everything, i e., the universe.27 And Augus-
tine says: Out of all things is built up the admirable beauty

of the universe, wherein even that which is called evil,

properly ordered and disposed
,
commends the good the more

evidently, so that the good be more pleasing and praise-

worthy when contrasted with evil 28 But God wills all that

pertains to the perfection and beauty of the universe, for

this is what God desires above all things in His creatures.

Therefore God wills evils.

Obj . 3. Further, that evil should exist, and should not

exist, are contradictory opposites. But God does not will

that evil should not exist; otherwise, since various evils do

exist, God’s will would not always be fulfilled. Therefore

God wills that evils should exist.

On the contrary, Augustine says: No wise man is the

cause of another man becoming worse . Now God surpasses

all men in wisdom . Much less therefore is God the cause of

man becoming worse: and when He is said to be the cause

of a thing, He is said to will it
29 Therefore it is not by

God’s will that man becomes worse. Now it is clear that

every evil makes a thing worse. Therefore God does not will

evils.

I answer that, Since the good and the appetible are the

same in nature., as was said before,30 and since evil is op-

posed to good, it is impossible that any evil, as such, should

™Encktr

,

XCVI (PL 40, 276).
37 De Div . Norn., IV, 19 (PG 3,

717).
28

JSnchir., X (PL 40, 236). ^ Lib. 83 Quaest ., q. 3 (PL
40, n). 80

Q. 5, a. 1.
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be sought for by the appetite, either natural, or animal, or

by the intellectual appetite which is the will. Nevertheless
evil may be sought accidentally, so far as it accompanies a
good, as appears in each of the appetites. For a natural

agent does not intend privation or corruption; he intends the

form to which is yet annexed the privation of some other

form, and the generation of one thing, which yet implies the

corruption of another. For when a lion kills a stag, his object

is food, which yet is accompanied by the killing of the ani-

mal. Similarly the fornicator has merely pleasure for his

object, which is yet accompanied by the deformity of sin.

Now the evil that accompanies one good is the privation

of another good. Never therefore would evil be sought after,

not even accidentally, unless the good that accompanies the

evil were more desired than the good of which the evil is the

privation Now God wills no good more than He wills His
own goodness; yet He wills one good more than another.

Hence He m no way wills the evil of sin, which is the priva-

tion of right order towards the divine good. The evil of nat-

ural defect, or of punishment, He does will, by willing

the good to which such evils are attached. Thus, in willing

justice He wills punishment; and in willing the preservation

of the order of nature, He wills some things to be naturally

corrupted.

Reply Obj . 1. Some have said that although God does not

will evil, yet He wills that evil should be or be done, because,

although evil is not a good, yet it is good that evil should be
or be done .

31 This they said because things evil in themselves

are ordered to some good end; and this order they thought

was expressed in the words that evil should be or be done .

This, however, is not correct; since evil is not of itself

ordered to good, but accidentally. For it is outside the

intention of the sinner that any good should follow from his

sin; as it was outside the intention of tyrants that the

patience of the martyrs should shine forth from all their

persecutions. It cannot therefore be said that such an or-

dering to good is implied in the statement that it is a good
thing that evil should be or be done, since nothing is judged

by that which pertains to it accidentally, but by that which

belongs to it essentially.

81 Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., I, iv, 13 (PL 176, 239) ;
Summa

Sent.,!, 13 (PL 176, 66) .—Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 1, xlvi, 3 (I, 280)
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Reply Obj. 2. Evil does not contribute towards the per-

fection and beauty of the universe, except accidentally, as

was said above. Therefore, in saying that evil would con-

duce to the perfection of the universe, Dionysius draws this

conclusion as the consequence of false premises.

Reply Obj
. 3. The statements that evil comes to be and

that it does not tome to be are opposed as contradictories;

yet the statements that anyone wills evil to be and that be
wills it not to be, are not so opposed, since either is affirma-

tive. God therefore neither wills evil to be done, nor wills it

not to be done; but He wills to permit evil to be done, and
this is a good.

Tenth Article

WHETHER GOD HAS FREE CHOICE?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God has not free choice. For
Jerome says, in a homily on the prodigal son: God alone it

is Who is not liable to sin, nor can be liable : all others, as

having free choice, can be inclined to either sideP
Obj . 2. Further, free choice is a faculty of the reason and

will, by which good and evil are chosen. But God does not

will evil, as has been said. Therefore there is not free choice

in God.
On the contrary, Ambrose says: The Holy Spirit divideth

unto each one as He wiU, namely, according to the free

choice of the will, not in obedience to necessity .
3S

1 answer that, We have free choice with respect to what
we do not will of necessity, or by natural instinct. That we
will to be happy does not pertain to free choice but to

natural instinct. Hence other animals, that are moved to

act by natural instinct, are not said to be moved by free

choice. Since then God wills His own goodness necessarily,

but other things not necessarily, as was shown above, He has
free choice with respect to what He does not will necessarily.

Reply Obj . 1. Jerome seems to deny free choice to God,
not absolutely, but not as regards the turning to sin.

Reply Obj „ 2. Since the evil of sin consists in turning

M Epist . XXI (PL 22, 393). **De Fide, II, 6 (PL 16, 593).
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away from the divine goodness, by which God wills all

things, as was above shown, it is manifestly impossible for

Him to will the evil of sin; yet He can choose one of two
opposites, inasmuch as He can will a thing to be or not to be.

In the same way we ourselves can, without sin, will to sit

down and not will to sit down.



Question XXII

THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD

{In Four Articles)

Having considered all that relates to the will absolutely, we
must now proceed to those things which have relation to

both the intellect and the will, namely providence, in rela-

tion to all created things; predestination and reprobation,

and all that is connected with them, m relation especially to

man as ordered to his eternal salvation 1 For in the science of

morals, after the moral virtues themselves, comes the con-

sideration of prudence, to which providence would seem to

belong. Concerning God’s providence there are four points

of inquiry: (i) Whether providence is suitably assigned

to God? (2) Whether everything comes under divine provi-

dence? (3) Whether divine providence is immediately con-

cerned with all things? (4) Whether divine providence im-

poses any necessity upon what it foresees?

First Artide

WHETHER PROVIDENCE CAN SUITABLY BE ATTRIBUTED
TO GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1, It seems that providence is not becoming to

God. For providence, according to Tully, is a part of pru-

dence.2 But since, according to the Philosopher, prudence
gives good counsel,3 it cannot belong to God, Who never has
any doubt for which He should take counsel. Therefore
providence cannot belong to God.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is in God is eternal But provi-

dence is not anything eternal, for it is concerned with exist-

ing things that are not eternal, according to Damascene.4

Therefore there is no providence in God.
Obj. 3. Further, there is nothing composite in God. But

providence seems to be something composite, because it in-

1 Q.23.
a De Invent, II, 53 (p. 147*) .

8
Eth., VI, 5 (1140a 26).

4 De Fide Orth , H, 29 (PG 94, 964)

.
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eludes both the intellect and the will. Therefore providence
is not in God.
On the contrary

, It is said (Wis. xiv. 3): But Thou,
Father, governeth all things by providence .

I answer that, It is necessary to attribute providence to

God. For all the good that is in things has been created by
God, as was shown above.5 Good is found in things not only

as regards their substance, but also as regards their order

towards an end and especially their last end, which, as was
said above, is the divine goodness.6 This good of order exist-

ing in created things is itself created by God. Now God is the

cause of things by His intellect, and therefore it is necessary

that the exemplar of every effect should pre-exist m Him, as

is clear from what has gone before.7 Hence, the exemplar ol

the order of thmgs towards their end must necessarily pre-

exist in the divine mind* and the exemplar of things ordered

towards an end is, properly speaking, providence. For provi-

dence is the chief part of prudence, to which two other parts

are directed—namely, remembrance of the past, and under-

standing of the present; inasmuch as from the remembrance
of what is past and the understanding of what is present, we
gather how to provide for the future. Now it belongs to pru-

dence, according to the Philosopher, to direct other things to*

wards an end,
8 whether in regard to oneself—as for instance,

a man is said to be prudent, who orders well his acts towards

the end of life—or in regard to others subject to him, in a

family, city, or kingdom; in which sense it is said (Matt.

xxiv. 45): a faithful and wise servant, whom Ms lord hath

appointed over his family In this second way prudence or

providence may suitably be attributed to God. For m God
Himself there can be nothing ordinable towards an end, since

He is the last end. Hence, the very exemplar of the order of

things towards an end is in God called providence Whence
Boethius says that Providence is the divine reason itself

which, seated in the Supreme Ruler
,
disposes all things

which disposition may refer either to the exemplar of the

order of things towards an end, or to the exemplar of the

order of parts in the whole.

Reply Obf . 1. According to the Philosopher, Prudence,

strictly speaking, commands all that
(
eubulia

7 has rightly

5
Q. 6, a. 4.

0 Q 21, a. 4.
7 Q 19^.4. B Eth

,

VI, 12 (11444

8).
Q De Consol., IV, prose 6 (PL 63, 814).
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counselled and (
synesis

9
rightly judged .

10 Whence, though to

take counsel may not be fitting to God, insofar as counsel is

an inquiry into matters that are doubtful, nevertheless to

give a command as to the ordering of things towards an end,

the right reason of which He possesses, does belong to God,

according to Ps . cxlviii. 6: He hath made a decree, and it

shall not pass away . In this manner both prudence and provi-

dence belong to God. At the same time, it may also be said

that the very exemplar of things to be done is called counsel

in God; not because of any inquiry necessitated, but from

the certitude of the knowledge, to which those who take

counsel come by inquiry. Whence it is said: Who worketh all

things according to the counsel of His will (Ephes . i. xi).

Reply Ob). 2. Two things pertain to the care of providence

—namely, the exemplar of order, which is called providence

and disposition; and the execution of order, which is termed

government. Of these, the first is eternal, and the second is

temporal.

Reply Obj. 3. Providence resides in the intellect; but it

presupposes the act of willing the end. For no one gives a

precept about things done for an end, unless he wills that

end. Hence likewise prudence presuppqses the moral virtues,

by means of which the appetitive power is directed towards

good^ as the Philosopher says.11 But even supposing that

providence were equally related to the divine will and intel-

lect, this would not affect the divine simplicity, since in God
both the will and intellect are one and the same thing, as we
have said above.12

Second Article

WHETHER EVERYTHING IS SUBJECT TO THE PROVIDENCE
OP GOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that not everything is subject to

divine providence. For nothing foreseen can happen by
chance. If then everything has been foreseen by God, noth-

ing will happen by chance. And thus chance and fortune dis-

appear; which is against common opinion.

™Eth

,

VI, 9 (1142b 31) ; 10 (1143b 8).
n

Aristotle, Eth., VI, 13

(1144b 32).
39
Q. 19, a. 1; a. 4, ad 2.
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Ob), 2. Further, a wise provider excludes any defect or

evil, as far as he can, from those over whom he has a care.

But we see many evils existing in things. Either, then, God
cannot hinder these, and thus is not omnipotent; or else He
does not have care for everything.

Ob). 3. Further, whatever happens of necessity does not
require providence or prudence. Hence, according to the Phi-

losopher. Prudence is the right reason of contingent things

concerning which there is counsel and choice.1* Since, then,

many things happen from necessity, everything cannot be
subject to providence.

Obi. 4. Further, whatsoever is left to itself cannot be sub-

ject to the providence of a governor. But men are left to

themselves by God, m accordance with the words: God made
man from the beginning, and left him in the hand of his own
counsel (Ecclus

.

xv. 14). And particularly in reference to

the wicked: I let them go according to the desires of their

heart (Ps

.

lxxx. 13). Everything, therefore, cannot be sub-

ject to divine providence.

Ob3. 5. Further, the Apostle says ( x Cor. ix. 9) : God doth
not care for oxen

;

and we may say the same of other irra-

tional creatures. Thus everything cannot be under the care

of divine providence.

On the contraryy It is said of divine wisdom: She reacheth

from end to end mightily
,
and ordereth all things sweetly

(Wis. viii. 1).

I answer that, Certain persons totally denied the existence

of providence, as Democritus and the Epicureans,14 main-

taining that the world was made by chance. Others taught

that incorruptible substances only were subject to provi-

dence, while corruptible substances were not in their individ-

ual being, but only according to their species; for in this

respect they are incorruptible.16 They are represented as say-

ing (Job xxii. 14) : The clouds are His covert ; and He doth

not consider our things; and He walketh about the poles of

heaven. Rabbi Moses, however, excluded men from the gem
13
Pth., VI, 5 (1140a 35); 7 (1141b 9); 13 (1144b 27).

14 Ci
Nemesius, De Nat Horn., XITV (PG 40, 795).

35 According to Stv

Thomas himself (In I Sent., d xxxix, q. 2, a. 2), this opinion is attrk

buted to Aristotle and expressly held by Averroes—Cf. Maimomdes,
Guide, III, 17 (p. 282) ; Averroes, In Metaph., XII, comm. 52 (VIE,

i58v).
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erality of corruptible things, because of the excellence of the

intellect which they possess, but in reference to all else that

suffers corruption he adhered to the opinion of the others .
10

We must say, however, that all things are subject to divine

providence, not only in general, but even in their own in-

dividual being. This is made evident thus. For since every

agent acts for an end, the ordering of effects towards that

end extends as far as the causality of the first agent extends.

Whence it happens that in the effects of an agent something

takes place which has no reference towards the end, because

the effect comes from some other cause outside the intention

of the agent. But the causality of God, Who is the first agent,

extends to all beings not only as to the constituent principles

of species, but also as to the individualizing principles, not

only of things incorruptible, but also of things corruptible.

Hence all things that exist in whatsoever manner are neces-

sarily directed by God towards the end, as the Apostle says:

Those things that are of God are well ordered {Rom. xiii. 1).

Since, therefore, the providence of God is nothing other than

the notion of the order of things towards an end, as we have
said, it necessarily follows that all things, inasmuch as they

participate being, must to that extent be subject to divine

providence. It has also been shown that God knows all

things, both universal and particular ,
17 And since His knowl-

edge may be compared to the things themselves as the

knowledge of art to the objects of art, as was said above
,

18

all things must of necessity come under His ordering; as all

things wrought by an art are subject to the ordering of that

art.

Reply Obj . 1. There is a difference between universal and
particular causes. A thing can escape the order of a particu-

lar cause, but not the order of a universal cause. For nothing

escapes the order of a particular cause, except through the

intervention and hindrance of some other particular cause;

as, for instance, wood may be prevented from burning by the

action of water. Since, then, all particular causes are included

under the universal cause, it is impossible that any effect

should escape the range of the universal cause. So far then
^s an effect escapes the order of a particular cause, it is said

M Guide, III, 17 (p. 286).
17
Q. 14, a. 11.

38
Q. 14, a. 8.
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to be by chance or fortuitous in respect to that cause; but if

we regard the universal cause, outside whose range no effect

can happen, it is said to be foreseen. Thus, for instance, thq

meeting oi two servants, although to them it appears a

chance circumstance, has been fully foreseen by their master,

who has purposely sent them to meet at the one place, in

such a way that the one has no knowledge of the other.

Reply Obj . 2. It is otherwise with one who is in charge of

a particular thing, and one whose providence is umversal, be-

cause a particular provider excludes all defects from what is

subject to his care as far as he can; whereas one who pro-

vides universally allows some little defect to remain, lest the

good of the whole should be hindered. Hence, corruption and
defects in natural things are said to be contrary to some par-

ticular nature, yet they are in keeping with the plan of uni-

versal nature, inasmuch as the defect in one thing yields to

the good of another, or even to the universal good: for the

corruption of one is the generation of another, and through

this it is that a species is kept in existence. Since God, then,

provides universally for all being, it belongs to His provi-

dence to permit certain defects in particular effects, that the

perfect good of the universe may not be hindered, for if all

evil were prevented, much good would be absent from the uni-

verse. A lion would cease to live, if there were no slaying of

animals; and there would be no patience of martyrs if there

were no tyrannical persecution. Thus Augustine says: Al-

mighty God would in no wise permit evil to exist in His
works

,
unless He were so almighty and so good as to produce

good even from evil .
10 It would appear that it was because

of these two arguments to which we have just replied, that

some were persuaded to consider corruptible things

—

i.e.,

things in which chance and evil are found—as removed from ,

the care of divine providence.

Reply Obj 3. Man is not the author of nature; but he

uses natural things for his own purposes in his works of art

and virtue. Hence human providence does not reach to that

which takes place in nature from necessity; but divine provi-

dence extends thus far, since God is the author of nature.

Apparently it was this argument that moved those who with-

drew the course of nature from the care of divine providencer

^Enchir., XI (PL 40, 236).
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attributing it rather to the necessity of matter, as did Democ-
ritus, and others of the ancients.20

Reply Obj. 4. When it is said that God left man to himself,

this does not mean that man is exempt from divine provi-

dence, but merely that he has not a prefixed operating power
determined to only the one effect; as in the case of natural

things, which are only acted upon as though directed by an-

other towards an end: for they do not act of themselves, as

if they directed themselves towards an end, like rational crea-

tures, through the possession of free choice, by which these

are able to take counsel and make choices. Hence it is sig-

nificantly said: In the hand of his own counsel. But since the

very act of free choice is traced to God as to a cause, it nec-

essarily follows that everything happening from the exercise

of free choice must be subject to divine providence. For hu-

man providence is included under the providence of God as a

particular cause under a universal cause. God, however, ex-

tends His providence over the just in a certain more excellent

way than over the wicked, inasmuch as He prevents any-

thing happening which would impede their final salvation.

For to them that love God
,
all things work together unto

good (Rom. viii. 28). But from the fact that He does not re-

strain the wicked from the evil of sin, He is said to abandon
them This does not mean that He altogether withdraws His
providence from them; otherwise they would return to noth-

ing, if they were not preserved in existence by His provi-

dence. This was the reason that had weight with Tully, who
withdrew human affairs, concerning which we take counsel,

from the care of divine providence.21

Reply Obj. 5. Since a rational creature has, through its

free choice, control over its actions, as was said above,22 it

is subject to divine providence in an especial manner: some*
thing is imputed to it as a fault, or as a merit, and accord-

ingly there is given to it something by way of punishment or

reward. In this way the Apostle withdraws oxen from the

care of God: not, however, that individual irrational crea-

tures escape the care of divine providence, as was the opinion

of the Rabbi Moses.23

20
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph

,

I, 3 (983b 7); 4 (985b 3).
21 De Dim-

nat.. II, 5 (p, 69).
23 Ad 4, and q. 19, a. 10.

28 Guide, IH, 17 (p.

286).
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Thud Article

WHETHER GOD HAS IMMEDIATE PROVIDENCE
OVER EVERYTHING?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that God has not immediate provi-

dence over all things. For whatever pertains to dignity must
be attributed to God. But it belongs to the dignity of a king

that he should have ministers, through whose mediation he
provides for his subjects. Therefore much less has God Him-
self immediate providence over all things.

Obj. 2. Further, it belongs to providence to order all

things to an end. Now the end of everything is its perfection

and its good. But it pertains to every cause to bring its effect

to good; and therefore every agent cause is a cause of the

effect over which it has providence. If therefore God were to

have immediate providence over all things, all secondary

causes would be withdrawn.

Obj . 3. Further, Augustine says that, It is better to be

ignorant of some things than to know them
, for example,

ignoble things and the Philosopher says the same.25 But
whatever is better must be attributed to God. Therefore He
has not immediate providence over ignoble and wicked

things.

On the contrary

,

It is said (Job xxxiv. 13): What other

hath He appointed over the earth? or whom hath He set over

the world which He made? On which passage Gregory says:

Himself He ruleth the world which He Himself hath made.2*

I answer that, Two things belong to providence—namely,

the exemplar of the order of things foreordained towards an

end, and the execution of this order, which is called govern-

ment. As regards the first of these, God has immediate provi-

dence over everything, because he has in His intellect the

exemplars of everything, even the smallest; and whatsoever

causes He assigns to certain effects, He gives them the power

to produce those effects, Whence it must be that He has pre-

comprehended the order of those effects in His mind. As to

the second, there are certain intermediaries of God’s provi-

dence, for He governs things inferior by superior, not be-

34 Enchir , XVH (PL 40, 239)' * Metaph., XI, 10 (1074b

™ Moral, XXIV, 20 (PL 76, 314),
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cause of any defect in His power, but by reason of the abun-

dance of His goodness; so that the dignity of causality is

imparted even to creatures. Thus Plato’s opinion, as narrated

by Gregory of Nyssa, is removed.27 He taught a threefold

providence. First, one which belongs to the supreme Deity,

Who first and foremost has provision over spiritual things,

and thus over the whole world as regards genus, species, and

universal causes. The second providence, which is over the

individuals of all that can be generated and corrupted, he

attributed to the divinities who circulate in the heavens,

that is, certain separate substances, which move corporeal

things in a circular motion. The third providence, which is

over human affairs, he assigned to demons, whom the Pla-

tonic philosophers placed between us and the gods, as Au-
gustine tells us.28

Reply Ob), x. It pertains to a king’s dignity to have min-

isters who execute his providence. But the fact that he does

not know the plans of what is done by them arises from a

deficiency in himself. For every operative science is the more
perfect, the more it considers the particular things where
action takes place.

Reply Obj . 2. God’s immediate provision over everything

does not exclude the action of secondary causes, which are

the executors of His order, as was said above.29

Reply Obj . 3. It is better for us not to know evil and
ignoble things, insofar as by them we are impeded in our

knowledge of what is better and higher (for we cannot un-

derstand many things simultaneously), and insofar as the

thought of evil sometimes perverts the will towards evil.

This does not hold true of God, Who sees everything simul-

taneously at one glance, and Whose will cannot turn in the

direction of evil.

Fourth Article

WHETHER PROVIDENCE IMPOSES ANY NECESSITY
ON WHAT IT EORESEES?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article —
Objection 1. It seems that divine providence imposes ne-

cessity upon what it foresees. For every effect that has an
27
Cf. Nemesius, De Nat. Horn., XLIV (PG 40, 794).

28 De Cruet.

Dei

,

IX 1 (PL 41, 257) ;
VIII, 14 (PL 41, 23S).

20
Q. 19, a. 5 and 8.
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essential cause (present or past) which it necessarily follows,

comes to be of necessity; as the Philosopher proves.30 But
the providence of God, since it is eternal, precedes its effect,

and the effect flows from it of necessity, for divine provi-

dence cannot be frustrated. Therefore divine providence im-
poses a necessity upon what it foresees.

Ob) . 2. Further, every provider makes his work as stable

as he can, lest it should fail. But God is most powerful.

Therefore He assigns the stability of necessity to things

whose providence He is.

Ob). 3. Further, Boethius says: Fate from the immutable
source of providence binds together human acts and fortunes

by the indissoluble connexion of causes 31 It seems therefore

that providence imposes necessity upon what it foresees.

On the contrary
,
Dionysius says that to corrupt nature is

not the work of providence 32 But it is in the nature of some
things to be contingent. Divine providence does not there-

fore impose any necessity upon things so as to destroy their

contingency.

I answer that
,
Divine providence imposes necessity upon

some things, not upon all, as some believed.38 For to provi-

dence it belongs to order things towards an end. Now after

the divine goodness, which is an extrinsic end to all things,

the principal good in things themselves is the perfection

of the universe
;
which would not be, were not all grades of be-

ing found in things. Whence it pertains to divine providence

to produce every grade of being And thus for some things

it has prepared necessary causes, so that they happen of

necessity; for others contingent causes, that they may hap-

pen by contingency, according to the disposition of their

proximate causes.

Reply Ob). 1. The effect of divine providence is not only

that thmgs should happen somehow
;
but that they should

happen either by necessity or by contingency. Therefore

whatsoever divine providence ordains to happen infallibly

and of necessity, happens infallibly and of necessity; and

what the divine providence plans to happen contingently,

happens contingently.

Reply Ob). 2. The order of divine providence is unchange-

80 Metaph

,

V, 3 (1027a 30).
81 Be Consol, IV, prose 6 (PL 63,

817)
32 De Div Nom , IV, 33 (PG 3, 733 ) “The Stoics, cf

Nemesms, De Nat. Horn
,
XXXVII (PG 40, 752)
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able and certain, so far as all things foreseen happen as they

have been foreseen, whether from necessity or from con-

tingency.

Reply Ob). 3. The indissolubility and unchangeableness,

of which Boethius speaks, pertain to the certainity of provi-

dence, which does not fail to produce its effect, and that in

the way foreseen; but they do not pertain to the necessity

of the effects. We must remember that, properly speaking,

necessary and contingent are consequent upon being as

such. Hence the mode both of necessity and of contingency

falls under the foresight of God, Who provides universally

for all being; not under the foresight of causes that provide

only for some particular order of things.



Question XXV

THE POWER OF GOD

(In Six Articles)

After considering the divine knowledge and will, and what,

pertains to them, it remains for us to consider the power of

God. About this are six points of inquiry: (i) Whether
there is power in God? (2) Whether His power is infinite?

(3) Whether He is omnipotent? (4) Whether He could

make the past not to have been? (5) Whether He could do
what He does not, or not do what He does? (6) Whether
what He makes He could make better?

First Article

WHETHER THERE IS POWER IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that power is not in God. For as

primary matter is to power, so God, who is the first agent, is

to act. But primary matter, considered in itself, is devoid of

all act. Therefore, the first agent—namely, God—is devoid

of power.

Ob]. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher, better than

every power is its act.
1 For form is better than matter, and

action than active power, since it is its end. But nothing is

better than what is in God
;
because whatsoever is in God, is

God, as was shown above.2 Therefore, there is no power in

God.
Obj. 3. Further, power is the principle of operation. But

the divine power is God’s essence, since there is nothing

accidental in God. But of the essence of God there is no

principle. Therefore there is no power in God.

Obj. 4. Further, it was shown above that God’s knowl-

edge and will are the cause of things.3 But cause and prin-

ciple are identical. We ought not, therefore, to assign power

to God, but only knowledge and will.

1 Metaph VIII, 9 ( 105 1a 4) .

2
Q. 3 > a. 3-

*
Q.14, a.8;q.i$, a. 4,
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On the contrary
,
It is said: Thou are mighty

, O Lord
,
and

Thy truth is round about Thee (Ps . lxxxvm. 9).

I answer that

,

Power is twofold—namely, passive, which
exists not at all in God, and active, which we must assign to

Him m the highest degree. For it is manifest that every-

thing, according as it is in act and is perfect, is the active

principle of something; whereas everything is passive ac-

cording as it is deficient and imperfect. Now it was shown
above that God is pure act, absolutely and universally per-

fect, and completely without any imperfection.4 Whence it

most fittingly belongs to Him to be an active principle, and
in no way whatsoever to be passive. On the other hand, the

nature of active principle belongs to active power. For ac-

tive power is the principle of acting upon something else;

whereas passive power is the principle of being acted upon
by something else, as the Philosopher says.5 It remains,

therefore, that in God there is active power in the highest

degree.

Reply Ob). 1. Active power is not contrary to act, but is

founded upon it, for everything acts according as it is ac-

tual, but passive power is contrary to act, for a thing is pas-

sive according as it is potential. Whence this potentiality is

excluded from God, but not active power.

Reply Obj. 2. Whenever act is distinct from power, act

must be nobler than power. But God’s action is not distinct

from His power, for both are His divine essence; since

neither is His being distinct from His essence. Hence it does

not follow that there should be anything in God nobler than
His power.

Reply Obj. 3. In creatures, power is the principle not only

Df action, but likewise of the effect of action. So m God the

idea of power is retained in so far as it is the principle of an

effect, not, however, so far as it is a principle of action, for

this is the divine essence itself, except, perchance, accord-

ing to our manner of understanding, inasmuch as the divine

essence, which pre-contains in itself all perfection that ex-

ists in created things, can be understood either under the

notion of action, or under that of power; just as it is also

understood under the notion of a suppositum possessing na-

ture, and under that of nature. Accordingly the nature of

*Q. 3. a. t and 2; q. 4, a. 1 and 2.
5 Metaph., IV, 12 (1019a 19).
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power is retained in God in so far as it is the principle of an
effect.

Reply Obj. 4. Power is predicated of God not as some-
thing really distinct from His knowledge and will, but as

differing from them logically, inasmuch (namely) as power
implies the notion of a principle putting into execution what
the will commands and what knowledge directs, which
three things in God are identified—Or we may say that the

knowledge or will of God, according as it is an effec-

tive principle, has the notion of power contained in it.

Hence the consideration of the knowledge and will of God
precedes the consideration of His power as the cause pre-

cedes operation and the effect.

Second Article

WHETHER THE POWER OF GOD IS INFINITE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1, It seems that the power of God is not in-

finite. For everything that is infinite is imperfect according

to the Philosopher.6 But the power of God is far from im-

perfect. Therefore it is not infinite.

Obj. 2. Further, every power is made known by its effect;

otherwise it would be in vain. If, then, the power of God
were infinite, it could produce an infinite effect, but this is

impossible.

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher proves that if the power

of any corporeal thing were infinite, it would cause move-

ment instantaneously.7 God, however, does not cause in-

stantaneous movement, but moms the spiritual creature in

time
, and the corporeal creature in place and time

,

as Au-

gustine says.8 Therefore, His power is not infinite.

On the contrary

,

Hilary says, that God’s power is im-

measurable. He is the living mighty One? Now everything

that is immeasurable is infinite. Therefore the power of God

is infinite.

I answer that

,

As was stated above, active power exists in

God according to the measure in which He is actual. Now

*Phys, in, 6 (207a 7). * Op. cit., VIII, 10 (266a 31)
B De

Genesi ad Litt., VUUL, 20; 22 (PL 34, 388; 389).
9 De Trin., VHI,

24 (PL io,
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His being is infinite, inasmuch as it is not limited by any-

thing that receives it, as is clear from what was said when
we discussed the infinity of the divine essence.10 Therefore,

it is necessary that the active power of God should be in-

finite. For in every agent we find that the more perfectly an
agent has the form by which it acts, the greater its power
to act. For instance, the hotter a thing is, the greater power
has it to give heat

;
and it would have infinite power to give

heat, were its own heat infinite Whence, since the divine

essence, through which God acts, is infinite, as was shown
above,11 it follows that His power likewise is infinite.

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is here speaking of an in-

finity belonging to matter not limited by any form; and
such infinity belongs to quantity. But the divine essence is

not infinite in this way, as was shown above,12 and conse-

quently neither is God’s power. It does not follow, therefore,

that it is imperfect.

Reply Obj. 2. The power of a univocal agent is wholly

manifested in its effect. The generative power of man, for

example, is not able to do more than beget man. But the

power of a non-univocal agent does not wholly manifest it-

self in the production of its effect: as, for example, the

power of the sun does not wholly manifest itself in the pro-

duction of an animal generated from putrefaction. Now it is

clear t^at God is not a univocal agent. For nothing agrees

with Him either in species or in genus, as was shown
above.18 Whence it follows that His effect is always less

than His power. It is not necessary, therefore, that the in-

finite power of God should be manifested in the production

of an infinite effect. Yet even if it were to produce no effect,

the power of God would not be in vain; because a thing is

in vain if it is ordained towards an end to which it does not

attain. But the power of God is not ordered towards its effect

as towards an end; rather, it is the end of the effect pro-

duced by it.

Reply Obj . 3. The Philosopher proves that if a body had
infinite power, it would move in null time 14 And yet he
shows that the power of the mover of heaven is infinite, be-
cause he can move in an infinite time.16 It remains, there-

“Q* 7, a. 1. *lbid. ™Ibid “Q 3, a. 5; q. 4, a. 3.
u Phys VIII, 10 (266a 29). *Ibid. (267b 24).
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fore, according to Aristotle’s intention, that the infinite

power of a body, if such existed, would move m null time;

not, however, the power of an incorporeal mover. The rea-

son for this is that one body moving another is a univocal

agent; wherefore it follows that the whole power of the

agent is made manifest in its motion. Since then the greater

the power of a moving body, the more quickly does it move,
the necessary conclusion is that, if its power were infinite, it

would move with a speed incommensurably faster; and this

is to move in null time. An incorporeal mover, however, is

not a univocal agent; whence it is not necessary that the

whole of its power should be manifested in motion, which
would in fact be a motion in null time; especially since an
incorporeal mover moves in accordance with the disposition

of his will.

Third Article

WHETHER GOD IS OMNIPOTENT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection i. It seems that God is not omnipotent. For

movement and passiveness belong to everything. But this is

impossible for God, since He is immovable, as was said

above.16 Therefore He is not omnipotent.

Obj . 2. Further, sin is an act of some kind. But God can-

not sin, nor deny Himself

,

as it is said 2 Tim . ii. 13. There-

fore He is not omnipotent.

Obj. 3. Further, it is said of God that He manifests His

omnipotence especially by sparing and having mercyP
Therefore the greatest act possible to the divine power is to

spare and have mercy. There are things much greater, how-

ever, than sparing and having mercy; for example, to create

another world, and the like. Therefore God is not omnip-

otent.

Obj. 4. Further, upon the text, God hath made foolish the

wisdom of this world ( x Cor

.

i. 20), the Gloss says: God
hath made the wisdom of this world foolish by showing

those things to be possible which it judges to be impos-

sible.
18 Whence it seems that nothing is to be judged pos-

10 Q 2, a. 3; q, 9, a 1
17

Collect of Tenth Sunday after Pentecost.
33
Glossa ordin.j super I Cor

.

I, 20 (VT, 34®)-—Cf. St. Ambrose, In

I Cor., super I, 20 (PL t*, 199).
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sible or impossible in reference to inferior causes, as the

wisdom of this world judges them; but in reference to the

divine power. If God, then, were omnipotent, all things

would be possible; nothing, therefore, impossible. But if we
take away the impossible, then we destroy also the neces-

sary, for what necessarily exists cannot possibly not exist.

Therefore, there would be nothing at all that is necessary in

things if God were omnipotent. But this is an impossibility.

Therefore God is not omnipotent.

On the contrary

,

It is said: No word shall be impossible

with God (Luke i. 37).
I answer that

,

All confess that God is omnipotent; but it

seems difficult to explain in what His omnipotence precisely

consists. For there may be a doubt as to the precise meaning
of the word “all” when we say that God can do all things.

If, however, we consider the matter aright, since power is

said in reference to possible things, this phrase, God can do
all things

,
is rightly understood to mean that God can do all

things that are possible; and for this reason He is said to

be omnipotent. Now according to the Philosopher a thing is

said to be possible in two ways 19 First, in relation to some
power; thus whatever is subject to human power is said to

be possible to man. Now God cannot be said to be omnip-
otent through being able to do all things that are possible

to created nature, for the divine power extends farther than

that. If, however, we were to say that God is omnipotent be-

cause He can do all things that are possible to His power,

there would be a vicious circle in explaining the nature of

His power. For this would be saying nothing else but that

God is omnipotent because He can do all that He is able to

do.

It remains, therefore, that God is called omnipotent be-

cause he can do all things that are possible absolutely;

which is the second way of saying a thing is possible. For a
thing is said to be possible or impossible absolutely, accord-

ing to the relation in which the very terms stand to one an-

other: possible, if the predicate is not incompatible with the

subject, as that Socrates sits, and absolutely impossible

when the predicate is altogether incompatible with the sub-

ject, as, for instance, that a man is an ass.

39Metaph IV, 12 (1019b 34).
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It must, however, be remembered that since every agent
produces an effect like itself, to each active power there cor-

responds a thing possible as its proper object according to

the nature of that act on which its active power is founded;
for instance, the power of giving warmth is related, as to its

proper object, to the being capable of being warmed. The
divine being, however, upon which the nature of power in

God is founded, is infinite; it is not limited to any class of

being, but possesses within itself the perfection of all being.

Whence, whatsoever has or can have the nature of being is

numbered among the absolute possibles, in respect of which
God is called omnipotent.

Now nothing is opposed to the notion of being except

non-being. Therefore, that which at the same time implies

being and non-being is repugnant to the notion of an abso-

lute possible, which is subject to the divine omnipotence.

For such cannot come under the divine omnipotence; not

indeed because of any defect in the power of God, but be-

cause it has not the nature of a feasible or possible thing.

Therefore, everything that does not imply a contradiction in

terms is numbered among those possibles in respect of

which God is called omnipotent; whereas whatever implies

contradiction does not come within the scope of divine om-
nipotence, because it cannot have the aspect of possibility.

Hence it is more appropriate to say that such things cannot

be done, than that God cannot do them. Nor is this contrary

to the word of the angel, saying: No word shall be impos-

sible with God (Luke i. 37). For whatever implies a con-

tradiction cannot be a word, because no intellect can pos-

sibly conceive such a thing.

Reply Obj . 1. God is said to be omnipotent in respect to

active power, not to passive power, as was shown above,

Whence the fact that He is immovable or impassible is not

repugnant to His omnipotence.

Reply Obj. 2. To sin is to fall short of a perfect action;

hence to be able to sin is to be able to fall short in action,

which is repugnant to omnipotence. Therefore it is that God
cannot sin, because of His omnipotence Now it is true that

the Philosopher says that God can deliberately do what is

evil.
20 But this must be understood either on a condition,

the antecedent of which is impossible—as, for instance, if

20 Top, IV, 5 (126a 3a)
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we were to say that God can do evil things if He will. For

there is no reason why a conditional proposition should not

be true, though both the antecedent and consequent are im-

possible: as if one were to say. If man is an ass, he has four

feet. Or he may be understood to mean that God can do
some things which now seem to be evil: which, however, if

He did them, would then be good. Or he is, perhaps, speak-

ing after the common manner of the pagans, who thought

that men became gods, like Jupiter or Mercury.

Reply Obj. 3. God's omnipotence is particularly shown in

sharing and having mercy, because in this it is made mani-

fest that God has supreme power, namely, that He freely

forgives sins. For it is not for one who is bound by laws of

a superior to forgive sins of his own free choice. Or, it is thus

shown because by sparing and having mercy upon men, He
leads them to the participation of an infinite good; which is

the ultimate effect of the divine power. Or it is thus shown
because, as was said above, the effect of the divine mercy is

the foundation of all the divine works.21 For nothing is due
anyone, except because of something already given him
gratuitously by God. In this way the divine omnipotence is

particularly made manifest, because to it pertains the first

foundation of all good things.

Reply Obj. 4. The absolute possible is not so called in

reference either to higher causes, or to inferior causes, but
in reference to itself. But that which is called possible in
reference to some power is named possible in reference to its

proximate cause. Hence those things which it belongs to
God alone to do immediately—as, for example, to create,

to justify, and the like—are said to be possible in reference
to a higher cause. Those things, however, which are such as
to be done by inferior causes, are said to be possible in ref-

erence to those inferior causes. For it is according to the
condition of the proximate cause that the effect has contin-
gency or necessity, as was shown above 22 Thus it is that the
wisdom of the world is deemed foolish, because what is im-
possible to nature it judges to be impossible to God. So it is

clear that the omnipotence of God does not take away from
things their impossibility and necessity,

* o* 2 X, a. 4.
a
Q. 14, a. 13, ad 1.



CREATION

Question XLTV

THE PROCESSION OF CREATURES FROM GOD,
AND THE FIRST CAUSE OF ALL THINGS

{In Four Articles)

After treating of the procession of the divine persons, we
must consider the procession of creatures from God. This

consideration will be threefold: (x) the production of crea-

tures; (2) the distinction of creatures; 1
(3) their preserva-

tion and government.2 Concerning the first point there are

three things to be considered: (1) the first cause of things;

(2) the mode of procession of creatures from the first

cause; 3
(3) the beginning of the duration of things.

4

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is the efficient cause of all beings? (2)

Whether primary matter is created by God, or is an inde-

pendent co-ordinate principle with Him? (3) Whether God
is the exemplary cause of things, or whether there are other

exemplary causes? (4) Whether He is the final cause of

things?

First Article

WHETHER IT IS NECESSARY THAT EVERY BEING BE

CREATED BY GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary that

every being be created by God. For there is nothing to pre-

vent a thing from being without that which does not belong

to its essence, as a man can be found without whiteness. But

the relation of the thing caused to its cause does not appear

1
Q. 47.

a
Q. 103.

8
Q. 45 *Q 46.
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to be essential to beings, for some beings can be understood

without it. Therefore they can exist without it; and hence it

is possible that some beings should not be created by God.

Obj , 2. Further, a thing requires an efficient cause in or-

der to exist. Therefore whatever cannot not-be does not re-

quire an efficient cause. But no necessary thing can not-be,

because whatever necessarily exists cannot not-be. There-

fore as there are many necessary things in existence, it ap-

pears that not all beings are from God.

Obj . 3. Further, among whatever things there is a cause,

there can be demonstration by that cause. But in mathe-

matics demonstration is not made by the efficient cause, as

appears from the Philosopher.5 Therefore not all beings are

from God as from their efficient cause.

On the contrary

,

It is said {Rom. xi. 36) : Of Him, and
by Him, and in Him are all things.

1 answer that, It must be said that everything, that in

any way is, is from God. For whatever is found in anything

by participation must be caused in it by that to which it be-

longs essentially, as iron becomes heated by fire. Now it has

been shown above, when treating of the divine simplicity,

that God is self-subsisting being itself,
6 and also that sub-

sisting being can be only one; 7 just as, if whiteness were
self-subsisting, it would be one, since whiteness is multiplied

by its recipients. Therefore all beings other than God are

not their own being, but are beings by participation There-
fore, it must be that all things which are diversified by the

diverse participation of being, so as to be more or less per-

fect, are caused by one First Being, Who possesses being
most perfectly.

Hence Plato said that unity must come before multi-
tude; 8 and Aristotle said that whatever is greatest in being
and greatest in truth is the cause of every being and of
every truth, just as whatever is the greatest in heat is the
cause of all heat?
Reply Obj, 1 . Though relation to its cause is not part of

the definition of a thing caused, still it follows as a result of
what belongs to its nature. For, from the fact that a thing is

being by participation, it follows that it is caused. Hence
*Metaph., U, 2 (996a 29)

e Q 3, a 4.
T Q 7, a x, ad 3; a. 2.

* Cf. St Augustine, De CiviL Dei, VIH, 4 (PL 41, 231).
6
Metaph.,

ta, 1 (993b 25).
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such a being cannot be without being caused, just as map
cannot be without having the faculty of laughing. But, since

to be caused does not enter into the nature of being taken
absolutely, that is why there exists a being that is uncaused.
Reply Ob /. 2 This objection has led some to say that

what is necessary has no cause.10 But this is manifestly false

in demonstrative sciences, where necessary principles are

the causes of necessary conclusions. And therefore Aristotle

says that there are some necessary things which have a
cause of their necessity.11 But the reason why an efficient

cause is required is not merely because the effect can not-be,

but because the effect would not be if the cause were not.

For this conditional proposition is true, whether the ante-

cedent and consequent be possible or impossible.

Reply Obj
. 3. Although they are not abstract in reality,

mathematicals are considered in abstraction by the reason.

Now, it belongs to a thing to have an efficient cause accord-

ing as it has being. And so, although mathematicals do have

an efficient cause, it is not according to their relation to

their efficient cause that they fall under the consideration of

the mathematician. Therefore there is no demonstration by
means of an efficient cause in mathematics.

Second Article

WHETHER PRIMARY MATTER IS CREATED BY GOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection x. It would seem that primary matter is not

created by God. For whatever is made is composed of a sub-

ject and of something else.12 But primary matter has no

subject. Therefore primary matter cannot have been made

by God.

Obj . 2. Further, action and passion are opposite members

of a division. But just as the first active principle is God, so

the first passive principle is matter. Therefore God and

primary matter are two principles divided agamst eac>

other, neither of which is from the other.

Obj . 3. Further, every agent produces itsdike, and thusi

since every agent acts in proportion to its actuality, it fol

10
Phys,, VIII, 1 (252a 35)

n Metaph,,IV} $ (msb.g).
33 Ar

istotle, Phys., I, 7 (190b 1).
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Hows that everything made is in some degree actual. But
primary matter, considered in itself, is only in potentiality.

Therefore it is against the nature of primary matter to be a
thing made.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Two things hast Thou
made, 0 Lord; one nigh unto Thyself—viz., angels

—

the

other nigh unto nothing—viz
,
primary matter.13

I answer that, The ancient philosophers gradually, and as

it were step by step, advanced in the knowledge of truth.14

At first, being rather undeveloped, they failed to realize that

any beings existed except sensible bodies.15 And those among
them who admitted movement did not consider it except ac-

cording to certain accidents,16 for instance, according to rare-

faction and condensation,17 through union and separation.18

And supposing, as they did, that corporeal substance itself

was uncreated,10 they assigned certain causes for these acci-

dental changes, as for instance, friendship, discord,20 intel-

lect,
21 or something of that kind An advance was made when

they understood that there was a distinction between the
substantial form and matter, which latter they held to be un-
created,22 and when they perceived transmutation to take

place in bodies in regard to essential forms. These transmu-
tations they attributed to certain more universal causes, such
as the oblique circle, according to Aristotle,23 or the Ideas,

according to Plato.24

But we must take into consideration that matter is con-
tracted by its form to a determinate species, just as a sub-
stance belonging to a certain species is contracted by a super-
vening accident to a determinate mode of being, for instance,

man by whiteness. Each of these opinions, therefore, con-
sidered being under some particular aspect, namely, either

M Confess, XII, 7 (PL 32, 828).
u Cf Aristotle, Metaph., I, 3-4

(983b 6-98$b 22). * Cf. Aristotle, Phys., IV, 6 (213a 29) j
Metaph.,

II, 3 (1002a 8) ; St Augustine, De Civit. Dei, VUI, 2 (PL 41, 225).w
Cf. Aristotle, De Genet., II, 9 (335b 24); Phys., I, 4 (187a 30).

17
Cf. Aristotle, Phys, I, 4 (187a 15).

18
Cf. Aristotle, De Gener., II,

9 (336a 4).
19

Cf Aristotle, Phys, I, 8 (191a 27).
20
Empedocles,

according to Aristotle, Metaph
., I, 4 (983a 8) ;

Phys., I, 5 (188b 34).a Anaxagoras, according to Aristotle, Phys., VIII, 1 (250b 24).'
83

Plato, cf. above, q. 13, a. 3» ad 3 ;
below, q. 46, a. 1, obj 1 and ad 3.—Cf. also St. Thomas, In Phys., I, lect. 15.

38 De Gener„ H, 10
(33fo 32)*

M
Cf. ibid.—Cf. also Phaedo (p. 96A)-
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as this being or as such a being; and so they assigned par-

ticular efficient causes to things.

Then others advanced further and raised themselves to the

consideration of being as being, and who assigned a cause to

things, not only according as they are these or such, but ac-

cording as they are beings .

25 Therefore, whatever is the cause

of things considered as beings, must be the cause of things,

not only according as they are such by accidental forms, nor
according as they are these by substantial forms, but also

according to all that belongs to their being in any way what-
ever. And thus it is necessary to say that also primary mat-
ter is created by the universal cause of things.

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of becoming in

particular—that is, from form to form, either accidental or

substantial.215 But here we are speaking of things according

to their coming forth from the universal principle of being.

From this coming forth matter itself is not excluded, al-

though it is excluded from the other mode of being made.
Reply Obj. 2. Passion is an effect of action. Hence it is

reasonable that the first passive principle should be the effect

of the first active principle, since every imperfect thing is

caused by one perfect. For the first principle must be most
perfect, as Aristotle says.27

Reply Obj . 3 The reason adduced does not show that mat-

ter is not created, but that it is not created without form;

for though everything created is actual, still it is not pure

act. Hence it is necessary that even what is potential in it

should be created, if all that belongs to its being is created.

Third Article

WHETHER THE EXEMPLARY CAUSE IS ANYTHING OTHER
THAN GOD?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the exemplary cause is

something other than God. For the effect is like its exemplar.

But creatures are far from being like God. Therefore God is

not their exemplary cause.

20 Cf E Gilson, Resprit de la phil. mid. (Pans. J. Vrin, 1932) I,

pp. 240-242. *Phys, I, 7 (190b 1).
27 Metaph., XI, 7 (1072b 29).



238 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 44* Art. 3

Obj 2. Further, whatever is by participation is reduced to

something self-existing, as a thing ignited is reduced to fire,

as was stated above. But whatever exists in sensible things

exists only by participation of some species This appears

from the fact that in all sensible things is found not only

what belongs to the species, but also individuating principles

added to th£ principles of the species. Therefore it is neces-

sary to admit self-existing species, as, for instance, a per se

man, and a per se horse, and the like, which are called the

exemplars. Therefore exemplary causes exist outside God.

Obj. 3 Further, sciences and definitions are concerned

with species themselves, but not as these are in particular

things, because there is no science or definition of particular

things. Therefore there are some beings, which are beings or

species not existing in singular things, and these are called

exemplars. Therefore the same conclusion follows as above.

Obj 4. Further, this likewise appears from Dionysius,

who says that self-subsisting being is before self-subsisting

life, and before self-subsisting wisdom.28

On the contrary

,

The exemplar is the same as the idea.

But ideas, according to Augustine, are the master forms
which are contained in the divine intelligence .

29 Therefore

the exemplars of things are not outside God
I answer that

, God is the first exemplary cause of all

things In proof whereof we must consider that if for the

production of anything an exemplar is necessary, it is in

order that the effect may receive a determinate form. For an
artificer produces a determinate form in matter by reason of

the exemplar before him, whether it be the exemplar beheld
externally, or the exemplar interiorly conceived in the mind.
Now it is manifest that things made by nature receive de-

terminate forms This determination of forms must be re-

duced to the divine wisdom as its first principle, for divine

wisdom devised the order of the universe residing in the dis-

tinction of things. And therefore we must say that in the

divine wisdom are the models of all things, which we have
called ideas—i.e., exemplary forms existing in the divine

mind.30 And although these ideas are multiplied by their re-

lations to things, nevertheless, they are not really distinct

from the divine essence, inasmuch as the likeness of that es-
29
£>e Div. Nom, V, 5 (PG 3, 820) *Lib, 83 Quaest

,

q. 46 (PL
4o> 3o).

30
Q IS, a 1
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sence can be shared diversely by different things. In this

manner, therefore, God Himself is the first exemplar of all

things. Moreover, in created things one may be called the

exemplar of another by the reason of its likeness to it either

in species, or by the analogy of some kind of imitation.

Reply Obj. 1. Although creatures are not so perfect as to

be specifically like God in nature, after the manner in which
a man begotten is like to the man begetting, still they do at-

tain to likeness to Him, according to the representation in

the exemplar known by God; just as a material house is like

the house in the architect’s mind.
Reply Obj. 2. It is of a man’s nature to be in matter, and

so a man without matter is impossible. Therefore, although

this particular man is a man by participation of the species,

he cannot be reduced to anything self-existing in the same
species, but to a superior species, such as separate substances.

The same applies to other sensible things.

Reply Obj. 3. Although every science and definition is

concerned only with beings, still it is not necessary that a

thing should have the same way of being as the intellect has

of understanding. For through the power of the agent intel-

lect we abstract universal from particular conditions; but

it is not necessary that universals should subsist outside the

particulars as their exemplars.

Reply Obj. 4. As Dionysius says, by self-existing life and

self-existing wisdom he sometimes denotes God Himself,

sometimes the powers given to things themselves, 31 but not

any self-subsisting things, as the ancients asserted.

Fourth Article
,r *

WHETHER GOD IS THE FINAL CAUSE OF ALL THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that God is not the final cause

of all things. For to act for an end seems to imply need of

the end. But God needs nothing. Therefore it does not be-

come Him to act for an end.

Obj 2. Further, the end of generation, and the form of

the thing generated, and the agent cannot be identical, be^

cause the end of generation is 'the form of the thing gener-

^De Div. Nom

,

XI, 6 CPG 3, 953)*
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ated.32 But God is the first agent producing all things. There-

fore He is not the final cause of all things.

Ob). 3. Further, all things desire their end. But all things

do not desire God, for all do not even know Hina. Therefore

God is not the end of all things.

Obj. 4, Further, the final cause is the first of causes. If,

therefore, God is the efficient cause and the final cause, it

follows that before and after exist in Him; which is impos-

sible.

On the contrary

,

It is said (Prov . xvi. 4): The Lord has

made all things for Himself.

I answer that

,

Every agent acts for an end, or otherwise

one thing would not follow more than another from the ac-

tion of the agent, unless it were by chance. Now the end of

the agent and of the patient considered as such is the same,

but in a different way respectively. For the impression which
the agent intends to produce, and which the patient intends

to receive, are one and the same. Some things, however, are

both agent and patient at the same time: these are imperfect

agents, and to these it belongs to intend, even in acting, the

acquisition of something. But it does not belong to the First

Agent, Who is agent only, to act for the acquisition of some
end: He intends only to communicate His perfection, which
is His goodness; while every creature intends to acquire its

own perfection, which is the likeness of the divine perfection

and goodness. Therefore the divine goodness is the end of
all things.

Reply Ob). 1. To act from need belongs only to an im-
perfect agent, which by its nature is both agent and patient.

But this does not belong to God, and therefore He alone is

the most perfectly liberal giver, because He does not act for

His own profit, but only out of His own goodness.
Reply Ob). 2. The form of the thing generated is not the

end of generation, except inasmuch as it is the likeness of
the form of the generator, which intends to communicate
its own likeness; otherwise the form of the thing generated
would be more noble than the generator, since the end is

more noble than the means to the end.

Reply Ob). 3. All things desire God as their end in desiring

any particular good, whether this desire be intellectual or
sensible, or natural, i.et) without knowledge; for nothing is

“Aristotle, Phys, n, 7 (198a 26).
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good and desirable except inasmuch as it participates in the

likeness to God.

Reply Obj . 4. Since God is the efficient, the exemplar and

the final cause of all things, and since primary matter is from

Him, it follows that the first principle of all things is one

in reality. But this does not prevent us from thinking thatj

from the standpoint of our reason, there are many things in

God, of which we come to know some before others.



Question XLV

THE MODE OF EMANATION OF THINGS
FROM THE FIRST PRINCIPLE

{In Eight Articles)

The nest question concerns the mode of the emanation of

things from the First Principle which is called creation. On
creation there are eight points of inquiry: (i) What is cre-

ation? (2) Whether God can create anything? (3) Whether
creation is a reality in things? (4) To what things it belongs

to be created? (5) Whether it belongs to God alone to cre-

ate? (6) Whether to create is common to the whole Trinity,

or proper to any one Person? (7) Whether any trace of the

Trinity is to be found in created things? (8) Whether the

work of creation enters into the works of nature and of

the will?

Fifth Article

WHETHER XT BELONGS TO GOD ALONE TO CREATE?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to God
alone to create. For according to the Philosopher, that is

perfect which can make something like itself.
1 But imma-

terial creatures are more perfect than material creatures,

which nevertheless can produce their like; for fire generates

fire, and man begets man. Therefore an immaterial substance

can make a substance like to itself But immaterial substance

can be made only by creation, since it has no matter from
which to be made. Therefore a creature can create.

Ob), 2. Further, the greater the resistance on the part of

the thing made, the greater power required in the maker.
But a contrary resists more than nothing Therefore it re-

quires more power to make something from its contrary
(which nevertheless a creature can do) than to make a thing
from nothing. All the more therefore can a creature make
something out of nothing.

Obj. 3. Further, the power of the maker is considered ac-
cording to the measure of what is made. But created being is

x Meteor., IV, 3 (380a 14) ; De An., II, 4 (413a 26).
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finite, as we proved above when treating of the infinity of

God .

2 Therefore only a finite power is needed to produce a

creature by creation. But to have a finite power is not con-

trary to the nature of a creature Therefore it is not impossi-

ble for a creature to create.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that neither good nor bad
angels can create anything .

3 Much less therefore can any
other creatures.

I answer that
,
It is sufficiently apparent at first glance, ac-

cording to what has preceded, that to create can be the

proper action of God alone.* For the more universal effects

must be reduced to the more universal and prior causes Now
among all effects the most universal is being itself; and hence

it must be the proper effect of the first and most universal

cause, God. Hence we find it said that neither intelligence

nor the soul gives being
,
except inasmuch as it works by di-

vine operation.
6 Now to produce being absolutely, and not

merely as this or that being, belongs to the nature of creation.

Hence it is manifest that creation is the proper act of God
alone.

It is possible, however, for something to participate in the

proper action of another, not by its own power, but instru-

mentally, inasmuch as it acts by the power of another; as

air can heat and ignite by the power of fire. And so some
have supposed that although creation is the proper act of the

universal cause, still some lesser cause, acting by the power

of the first cause, can create. And thus Avicenna asserted

that the first separate substance created by God created an-

other separate substance after itself, then the substance of

the heavens and its soul; and that the substance of the heav-

ens creates the matter of the inferior bodies .
6 And in the same

manner the Master of the Sentences says that God can com-

municate to a creature the power of creating, so that the

creature can create as God’s minister, and not by its own
power .

7

But such a thing cannot be, because the secondary instru-

a Q 7, a. 2, 3 and 4 * De Trin, III, 8 (PL 42, 876). *A. ij

q 44, a 1 and 2. * De Causis

,

III (p 163)
6 Metaph^ IX, 4

(io4vb) —Cf Algazel, Metaph, V (p 119) ;
Averroes, Destruct. De,

struct

,

III (IX, 23ra, 24rab)
,
De Causis

,

III (p 163).—Cf. also St

Albert, Summa de Creatur

,

II, q. 61, a. 2 (XXXV, 524).
7
Peter

Lombard, Sent
,
IV, v, 3 (II, 375).
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mental cause does not share in the action of the superior

cause, except inasmuch as by something proper to itself it

acts dispositiveiy in relation to the effect of the principal

agent. If therefore it produced nothing by means of what is

proper to itself, it would be set to work in vain; nor would
there be any need for us to use special instruments for special

actions. Thus we see that a saw, in cutting wood, which it

does by the property of its own form, produces the form of

a bench, which is the proper effect of the principal agent But
the proper effect of God creating is what is presupposed to

all other effects, and that is being taken absolutely. Hence
nothing else can act dispositiveiy and instrumentally towards

this effect, since creation does not depend on anything pre-

supposed, which can be disposed by the action of the instru-

mental agent. So it is impossible for any creature to create,

either by its own power, or instrumentally—that is, minis-

terially.

And above all it is absurd to suppose that a body can
create, for no body acts except by touching or moving

;
and

thus it requires in its action some pre-existing thing which
can be touched or moved, which is contrary to the very idea

of creation.

Reply Obj. 1. A perfect thing participating in any nature
makes a likeness to itself, not by absolutely producing that

nature, but by applying it to something else. For an indi-

vidual man cannot be the cause of human nature absolutely,

because he would then be the cause of himself
;
but he is the

cause that human nature exists in the man begotten. And
thus he presupposes in his action the determinate matter
whereby he is an individual man. But just as an individual

man participates in human nature, so every created being
participates, so to speak, m the nature of being; for God
alone is His own being, as we have said above .

8 Therefore no
created being can produce a being absolutely, except inas-

much as it causes being in some particular subject, and so it

is necessaiy to presuppose that whereby a thing is this par-
ticular thing as prior to the action whereby it produces its

own like. But in an immaterial substance it is not possible
to presuppose anything whereby it is this thing, because it

is a this by its form, through which it has being. For an im-
material substance is a subsisting form. Therefore an imma-

*Q. 7 ,
a. 1

,
ad 3 ; a. 2 .
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terial substance cannot produce another like immaterial sub**

stance as regards its being, but only as regards some added
perfection, as we may say that a superior angel illumines an
inferior, as Dionysius says.9 In this sense we also speak of

paternity in heaven, as the Apostle says (Ephes . iii. 15):
From whom all paternity in heaven and on earth is named.
From which it clearly appears that no created being can
cause anything, unless something is presupposed; which is

against the nature of creation.

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is made from its contrary acci-

dentally; but properly it is made from the subject which is

in potentiality.10 And so the contrary resists the agent, inas-

much as it keeps the potentiality from the act to which the

agent intends to reduce the matter; just as fire intends to

reduce the matter of water to an act like to itself, but is

impeded by the form and contrary dispositions, by which the

potentiality of the water is as it were restrained from being

reduced to act. But the more the potentiality is restrained,

the more power is required in the agent to reduce the matter

to act. Hence a much greater power is required in the agent

when no potentiality pre-exists. Thus it appears that it is an

act of much greater power to make a thing from nothing than

from its contrary.

Reply Obj. 3. The power of the maker is reckoned not only

from the substance of the thing made, but also from the mode
of its being made; for a greater heat heats not only more,

but also more quickly. Therefore, although to create a finite

effect does not reveal an infinite power, yet to create it from

nothing does reveal an infinite power. This appears from

what has been said. For if a greater power is required in the

agent in proportion to the distance of the potentiality from

act, it follows that the power of that which produces some-

thing from no presupposed potentiality (which is how a

creating agent produces) is infinite, because there is no pro-

portion between no potentiality and the potentiality pre-

supposed by the power of a natural agent, as there is no

proportion between non-being and being. And because no

creature has an absolutely infinite power, any more than it

has an infinite being, as was proved above,11 it follows that

no creature can create.
9 De Gael Hier.f VIII, a (PG 3, 240).

(igob 27)
n Q 7, a. 2.

30
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Question XLVI

ON THE BEGINNING OF THE DURATION
OF CREATURES

(In Three Articles)

Next must be considered the beginning of the duration of

creatures, about which there are three points for treatment:

(i) Whether creatures always existed? (2) Whether that

they began to exist is an article of Faith? (3) How God is

said to have created heaven and earth in the beginning?

First Article

WHETHER THE UNIVERSE OF CREATURES ALWAYS
EXISTED?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1 It would seem that the universe of creatures,

which is now called the world, had no beginning, but existed

from eternity. For everything which begins to be had, before

being, the possibility of being' otherwise its coming to be
would have been impossible. If therefore the world began
to be, before it began to be it was possible for it to be. But
that which can be is matter, which is in potentiality to being,

which results from a form, and to non-being, which results

from privation of form. If therefore the world began to be,

matter must have existed before the world. But matter can-

not be without form: and if the matter of the world is

joined to form, that is the world Therefore the world existed

before it began to be* which is impossible 1

Ob]. 2. Further, nothing which has power to be always,

sometimes is and sometimes is not, because as far as the
power of a thing lasts, so long does it exist. But every in-

corruptible thing has the power to be always, for its power
does not extend to any determinate time. Therefore no in-

corruptible thing sometimes is, and sometimes is not. But
everything, which has a beginning, at some time is, and at

1 Argument of the Peripatetics, according to Maimomdes, Guide, XI,

14 (p 174).—Cf Averroes, Destruct Destruct I (IX, i6ra)
;
In

Phys VIII, comm 4 (IV, i$5r).
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some time is not. Therefore no incorruptible thing begins

to be. But there are many incorruptible things in the world,

as the celestial bodies and all intellectual substances There-

fore the world did not begin to be 2

Obj. 3. Further, what is ungenerated has no beginning.

But the Philosopher proves that matter is ungenerated,3 and
also that the heavens are ungenerated. 4 Therefore the uni-

verse did not begin to be.5

Obj. 4. Further, there is a vacuum where there is not a

body, but there could be. But if the world began to be, there

was first no body where the body of the world now is, and
yet it could be there, otherwise it would not be there now.
Therefore before the world there was a vacuum, which is

impossible 6

Obj. 5. Further, nothing begins anew to be moved except for

the fact that either the mover or the thing moved is now other-

wise than it was before. But what is now otherwise than it

was before is moved. Therefore before every new motion

there was a previous motion. Therefore motion always was;

and therefore so also was the thing moved, because motion

is only in a movable thing.7

Obj. 6 Further, every mover is either natural or voluntary.

But neither begins to move except by some pre-existing mo-
tion. For nature always operates in the same manner: hence

unless some change precede either in the nature of the mover,

or in the movable thing, there cannot arise from the natural

mover a motion which was not there before. As for the will,

without itself being changed, it puts off doing what it proposes

to do, but this can be only by some imagined change, even

if it involves only the passage of time. Thus he who wills to

make a house to-morrow, and not to-day, awaits something

which will be to-morrow, but is not to-day. At the very least

he awaits for to-day to pass, and for to-morrow to come; and

this cannot be without change, because time is the number
of motion. Therefore it remains that before every new mo-

2
Aristotle, De Caelo, I, 12 (281b 18).—Averroes, In De Caelo

,

X,

comm. 1 19 (V, 38r)
3
Phys., I, 9 (192a 28).

4De Caelo, 1
, 3

(270a 13) .

G An argument of Aristotle, found m Maimomdes, Guide,

H, 13 (p. 173)
6
Averroes, In De Caelo, III, comm 29 (V, 92V-931O.

7 An argument of Aristotle, found in Maimomdes, Guide, II, 14

174) —Cf Averroes, In Phys, VIII, comm. 7 (IV, i5£>r).
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tion, there was a previous motion; and so the same con-

clusion follows as before.8

Obj. 7. Further, whatever is always in its beginning, and
always in its end, cannot cease and cannot begin; because

what begins is not in its end, and what ceases is not in its

beginning. But time is always in its beginning and end, be-

cause no part of time exists except now, which is the end of

the past and the beginning of the future. Therefore time

cannot begin or end, and consequently neither can motion,

of which time is the number.9

Obj. 8. Further, God is before the world either in the order

of nature only, or also in duration. If in the order of nature

only, therefore, since God is eternal, the world also is eternal.

But if God is prior in duration, since what is prior and
posterior in duration constitutes time, it follows that time

existed before the world; which is impossible.10

Obj. 9. Further, if there is a sufficient cause, there is an
effect, for a cause from which there is no effect is an im-
perfect cause, requiring something else to make the effect

follow. But God is the sufficient cause of the world: He is

the final cause, by reason of His goodness, the exemplary
cause by reason of His wisdom, and the efficient cause by
reason of His power, as appears from the above 11 Since
therefore God is eternal, the world also is eternal

12

Obj. 10. Further, He who has an eternal action also has
an eternal effect. But the action of God is His substance,
which is eternal. Therefore the world is eternal.18

On the contrary
,
It is said (Jo. xvii. 5), Glorify Me, O

Father, with Thyself with the glory which I had before the
world was; and (Prov. viii. 22), The Lord possessed Me in
the beginning of His ways, before He made anything from
Vie beginning .

I answer that, Nothing except God can be eternal. This

8
Avicenna, Metaph., IX, 1 (i02ra).—Averroes, In Phys., VH,

comm. 8 (IV, 156V)
; comm. 15 (IV, 158V ff.)

;
Destruct. Destruct

1 (IX, 8rb).
0
Aristotle, Phys., VIII, 1 (251b 19).—Cf. Averroes,

In Phys

,

VIH, comm. 11 (IV, 157V). “Avicenna, Metaph., IX, 1

(ioivab),—Cf. Averroes, Destruct. Destruct., I (IX, i3ra)
UQ#

44, a. 1, 3 and 4. “Avicenna, Metaph., IX 1 (xoivb) —Cf Alex,
of Hales, Summa Theol, I, no. 64 (I, 93); St. Bonaventure, In 11
Sent., d 1, pt. 1, a 1, q. 2 (II, 20). “Avicenna, Metaph., IX, 1
(xoiva) —Maimomdes, Guide, Et, 18 (p. 181).
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statement is far from impossible. For it has been shown above
that the will of God is the cause of things .

14 Therefore, things

are necessary according as it is necessary for God to will

them, since the necessity of the effect depends on the necessity

of the cause .

16 Now it was shown above that, absolutely

speaking, it is not necessary that God should will anything

except Himself .

16
It is not therefore necessary for ,God to

will that the world should always exist, but supposing an
eternal world to exist, it exists to the extent that God wills it

to exist, since the being of the world depends on the will of

God as on its cause. It is not therefore necessary for the

world to be always; hence neither can it be proved demon-
stratively.

Nor are Aristotle’s arguments absolutely demonstrative,

but only relatively—viz
,
as against the arguments of some

of the ancients who asserted that the world began to be in

some actually impossible ways. This appears in three ways .

17

First, because both in Physics viii .
18 and in De Caelo i .

19 he

premises some opinions, such as those of Anaxagoras, Em-
pedocles and Plato, and brings forward arguments to refute

them. Secondly, because wherever he speaks of this subject,

he quotes the testimony of the ancients, which is not the way
of a demonstrator, but of one persuading of what is probable.

Thirdly, because he expressly says that there are dialectical

problems which we cannot solve demonstratively, as, whether

the world is eternal 20

Reply Obj . 1. Before the world existed, it was possible for

the world to be, not, indeed, according to the passive power
which is matter, but according to the active power of God.

The world was possible also, according as a thing is called

absolutely possible, not in relation to any power, but from

the sole relation of the terms which are not repugnant to each

other; in which sense possible is opposed to impossible, as

appears from the Philosopher .
21

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever has the power always to be, from

the fact of having that power cannot sometimes be and some-

times not-be. However, before it received that power, it did

not exist. Hence this argument, which is given by Aristotle
,

22

U
Q. 19, a. 4

35
Aristotle, Metaph IV, 5 (10x5b 9)

16
Q, 19,

a. 3.
17

Cf. Maimonides, Guide, II, 15 (p. 176).
33 Phys

,

VIII,

1 (250b 24, 251b 17). ^ De Caelo, I, 10 (279b 4, 280a 30),
30 Top, I, 9 (104b 16).

31 Metaph IV, 12 (1019b 19).
83 D*

Caelo, I, 12 (281b 18).
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does not prove absolutely that incorruptible beings never be-

gan to be; it proves that they did not begin according to the

natural process by which generable and corruptible beings

begin to be.

Reply Ob/. 3. Aristotle proves that matter is ungenerated

from the fact that it has not a subject from which to derive

Us existence; 23 and he proves that the heavens are ungen-

erated, because they have no contrary from which to be
generated.24 Hence it appears that no conclusion follows in

either case, except that matter and the heavens did not be-

gin by generation; as some said especially about the heav-

ens 25 But what we say is that matter and the heavens were
produced into being by creation, as appears above.26

Reply Obj . 4. The notion of a vacuum is not only that

in which is nothing

,

but also implies a space capable of hold-

ing a body and in which there is not a body, as appears from
Aristotle.27 But we hold that there was no place or space be-

fore the world was.

Reply Obj . 5 The first mover was always in the same
state, but the first movable thing was not always so, because

it began to be whereas hitherto it was not This, however,

was not through change, but by creation, which is not change,

as was said above 28 Hence it is evident that this argument,
which Aristotle gives,29 is valid against those who admitted

the existence of eternal movable things, but not eternal mo-
tion, as appears from the opinions of Anaxagoras and Em-
pedocles 30 But we hold that motion always existed from the

moment that movable things began to exist.

Reply Obj . 6 . The first agent is a voluntary agent And
although He had the eternal will to produce some effect, yet
He did not produce an eternal effect. Nor is it necessary for

some change to be presupposed, not even because of imag-
inery time. For we must take into consideration the differ-

ence between a particular agent, that presupposes something
and produces something else, and the universal agent, who
produces the whole. The particular agent produces the form,
and presupposes the matter; and hence it is necessary that

it introduce the form in due proportion into a suitable mat-

*Pkys, I, 9 (192a 28).
u De Caelo

,

I, 3 (270a 13).
39 Cf

cit X, 10 (279a 13)
28

Q. 45, a. 2.
27 Phys

,

IV, 1 (208b 26)
m
Q 45, a. 2, ad 2.

39
Phys., VIII, 1 (251a 25).

80 Cf ibid . (250b

*4h
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ter. Hence it is logical to say that the particular agent intro-

duces the form into such matter, and not into another,

because of the different kinds of matter. But it is not logical

to say so of God Who produces form and matter together;

whereas it is logical to say of Him that He produces matter

fitting to the form and to the end. Now a particular agent

presupposes time just as it presupposes matter. Hence it is

logically described as acting in a time after and not in a time

before, according to an imaginary succession of time after

time. But the universal agent, who produces both the thing

and time, is not correctly described as acting now, and not

before, according to an imaginary succession of time succeed-

ing time, as if time were presupposed to His a’ction; but He
must be considered as giving time to His effect as much as

and when He willed, and according to what was fitting to

demonstrate His power For the world leads more evidently

to the knowledge of the divine creating power if it was not

always, than if it had always been; since everything which
was not always manifestly has a cause; whereas this is not

so manifest of what always was.

Reply Obj . 7. As is stated in Physics iv., before and after

belong to time, according as they are found in motion 33

Hence beginning and end in time must be taken in the same
way as in motion. Now, granted the eternity of motion, it is

necessary that any given moment m motion be a beginning

and an end of motion; which need not be if motion has a
beginning. The same applies to the now of time. Thus it

appears that the view of the instant now
,
as being always

the begining and end of time, presupposes the eternity of

time and motion. Hence Aristotle brings forward this argu-

ment against those who asserted lbs eternity of time, but

denied the eternity of motion.32

Reply Obj . 8. God is prior to the *rodd by priority of dura-

tion. But the word prior signifies pnority, not of time, but of

eternity.—Or we may say that it signifies the eternity of

imaginary time, and not of time really existing; much as,

when we say that above the heavens there is nothing, the

word above signifies only an imaginary place, according as it

is possible to imagine other dimensions beyond those of the

body of the heavens.
31

Aristotle, op at., IV, 11 (219a 17).

29).

82
Op. at, Vm, 1 (251b
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Reply Ob j. 9. Just as the effect of a cause that acts by
nature follows from it according to the mode of its form, so

likewise it follows from the voluntary agent according to the

form preconceived and determined by the agent, as appears

from what was said above.33 Therefore, although God was
from eternity the sufficient cause of the world, we may not

hold that the world was produced by Him, except as pre-

ordained by His will—that is, that it should have being after

non-being, in order more manifestly to declare its author.

Reply Obj. 10. Given the action, the effect follows accord-

ing to the requirement of the form which is the principle

of action. But in agents acting by will, what is conceived and
preordained ig considered as the form which is the principle

of action. Therefore, from the eternal action of God an eter-

nal effect does not follow; there follows only such an effect

as God has willed, an effect, namely, which has being after

non-being.

Second Article

WHETHER IT IS AN ARTICLE OF FAITH THAT THE
WORLD BEGAN?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not an article of faith

but a demonstrable conclusion that the world began. For
everything that is made has a beginning of its duration. But
it can be proved demonstratively that God is the producing
cause of the world; indeed this is asserted by the more ap-
proved philosophers.34 Therefore it can be demonstratively
proved that the world began 35

Obj. 2. Further, if it is necessary to say that the world
was made by God, it must have been made from nothing, or
from something. But it was not made from something, or
otherwise the matter of the world would have preceded the
world; and against this are the arguments of Aristotle who
held that the heavens are ungenerated. Therefore it must be
said that the world was made from nothing

;
and thus it has

88 Q 19? a. 4; q 41, a. 2.
34 Cf above, q 44, a 2.

35
Alex, of

Hales, Summa- Theol

,

I, no 64 (I, 95) ; St. Bonaventure, In II Sent.,

4 . 1, pt. 1, a 1, q. 3 (II, 22).
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being after non-being. Therefore it must have begun to be.3*

Obj. 3. Further, everything which works by intellect works

from some principle
,

37 as is revealed in all works of human
art. But God acts by intellect, and therefore His work has

a principle, from which to begin. The world, therefore, which
is His effect, did not always exist.

Obj. 4. Further, it appears manifestly that certain arts

have developed, and certain parts of the world have begun
to be inhabited at some fixed time. But this would not be the

case if the world had always been in existence. Therefore it

is manifest that the world did not always exist.

Obj. 5. Further, it is certain that nothing can be equal to

God. But if the world had always been, it would be equal

to God in duration Therefore it is certain that the world did

not always exist.38

Obj . 6. Further, if the world always was, the consequence

is that an infinite number of days preceded this present day.

But it is impossible to traverse what is infinite. Therefore

we should never have arrived at this present day; which is

manifestly false.89

Obj. 7. Further, if the world was eternal, generation also

was eternal. Therefore one man was begotten of another in

an infinite series. But the father is the efficient cause of the

son 40 Therefore in efficient causes there could be an infinite

series, which however is disproved in Metaph . ii.
41

Obj . 8. Further, if the world and generation always were,

there have been an infinite number of men But man’s soul

is immortal. Therefore an infinite number of human souls

would now actually exist, which is impossible. Therefore it

can be known with certainty that the world began: it is not

held by faith alone.42

On the contrary

,

The articles of faith cannot be proved

*®Alex. of Hales, Summa Theol., I, no. 64 (I, 93).
m
Aristotle,

Phys
., IH, 4 (203a 31).

38
Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol., I, no. 64

(I, 93). ^Argument of Algazel in Averroes, Destruct. Destruct., 1

(IX, 9rb; lorb)
,
and of the Mutakallimin, found m Maimomdes,

Guide, I, 74 (p. 138). *° Aristotle, Phys, H, 3 (194b 30) ^Ar-
istotle, Metaph

,

la, 2 (994a 5)—For the use of this argument, cf the

Mutakallimin m Averroes, Destruct. Destruct., I (IX, i2vab) .
** Ar-

gument of Algazel, found m Averroes, Destruct Destruct, I (IX,

isvab) ; and of the Mutakallimin in Maimonides, Guide, I, 73 (p. 132),
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demonstratively, because faith is of things that appear not

But that God is the Creator of the world in such a way that

the world began to be is an article of faith; for we say,

I believe in one God,
etc 43 And again, Gregory says that

Moses prophesied of the past, saying, In the beginning God
created heaven and earth: in which words the newness of

the world is stated .

44 Therefore the newness of the world is

known only by revelation, and hence it cannot be proved

demonstratively.

I answer that, That the world did not always exist we hold

by faith alone: it cannot be proved demonstratively; which
is what was said above of the mystery of the Trinity 45 The
reason for this is that the newness of the world cannot be
demonstrated from the world itself For the principle of dem-
onstration is the essence of a thing. Now everything, con-

sidered in its species, abstracts from here and now
,
which

is why it is said that universals are everywhere and always .

46

Hence it cannot be demonstrated that man, or the heavens,

or a stone did not always exist.

Likewise, neither can the newness of the world be demon-
strated from the efficient cause, which acts by will For the

will of God cannot be investigated by reason, except as re-

gards those things which God must will of necessity; and
what He wills about creatures is not among these, as was
said above 47 But the divine will can be manifested by revela-

tion, on which faith rests. Hence that the world began to

exist is an object of faith, but not of demonstration or science.

And it is useful to consider this, lest anyone, presuming to

demonstrate what is of faith, should bring forward argu-

ments that are not cogent; for this would give unbelievers

the occasion to ridicule, thinking that on such grounds we
believe the things that are of faith.

Reply Ob]. 1. As Augustine says, the opinion of philos-

ophers who asserted the eternity of the world was twofold .
48

For some said that the substance of the world was not from
God, which is an intolerable error; and therefore it is refuted

by proofs that are cogent. Some, however, said that the world
was eternal, although made by God. For they hold that the

43 Symb Ntcaenum (Denzmger, no 54)
44 In Ezech

,
hom 1, bk.

I (PL 76,786)
445

Q. 32, a 1.
40

Aristotle, Post Anal , 1
, 31 (87b

33).
47 Q 19, a. 3.

43 De Civil. Dei, XI, 4 (PL 41, 319).
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world has a beginning
,
not of time

,
but of creation; which

means that, in a scarcely intelligible way, it was always

made . And they try to explain their meaning thus: for just

as, if a foot were always m the dust from eternity, there

would always be a footprint which without doubt was caused

by him who trod on it, so also the world always was, because

its Maker always existed .
49 To understand this we must con-

sider that an efficient cause which acts by motion of necessity

precedes its effect in time; for the effect exists only in the

end of the action, and every agent must be the beginning of

action. But if the action is instantaneous and not successive,

it is not necessary for the maker to be prior in duration to

the thing made, as appears in the case of illumination Hence
it is held that it does not follow necessarily that if God is the

active cause of the world, He must be prior to the world in

duration; 50 because creation, by which He produced the

world, is not a successive change, as was said above 51

Reply Obj. 2. Those who would hold that the world was
eternal would say that the world was made by God from
nothing; not that it was made after nothing, according to

what we understand by the term creation

,

but that it was
not made from anything. And so some of them even do not

reject the term creation, as appears from Avicenna.52

Reply Obj. 3 This is the argument of Anaxagoras as re-

ported m Physics iii.
53 But it does not lead to a necessary

conclusion, except as to that intellect which deliberates in

order to find out what should be done; which procedure is

like movement Such is the human intellect, but not the

divine intellect.54

Reply Obj . 4. Those who hold the eternity of the world

hold that some region was changed an infinite number of

times from being uninhabitable to being inhabitable and vice

versa .
55 They also hold that the arts, by reason of various

corruptions and accidents, were subject to an infinite suc-

cession of discovery and decay.66 Hence Aristotle says that

40 Op. cit., X, 31 (PL 41, 3x1)
80

Cf. Averroes, Destruct. De-

struct., I (IX, 13Tb).
m

Q. 45, a 2, ad 3.
*2 Metaph, IX, 4

(ic>4va).
03

Aristotle, Phys Ill, 4 (203a 31); VIII, 1 (250b 24),
24

<J. 14, a. */.
65
Cf. St Augustine, De Civit . Dei, XII, xo (PL 41.

358); Aristotle, Meteor I, 14 (351a 19)
50 Cf St Augustine^ De

Civit . Dei, XII, 10 (PL 41, 338) ;
Averroes, In Metaph XII, comm

50 (VIII, i$6v).
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it is absurd to base our opinion of the newness of the whole

world on such particular changes.57

Reply Obj. 5. Even supposing that the world always was,

it would not be equal to God in eternity, as Boethius says; 58

for the divine Being is all being simultaneously without suc-

cession, but with the world it is otherwise.

Reply Obj. 6. Passage is always understood as being from

term to term. Whatever by-gone day we choose, from it to

the present day there is a finite number of days which can

be traversed. The objection is founded on the idea that, given

two extremes, there is an infinite number of mean terms.

Reply Obj. 7. In efficient causes it is impossible to proceed

to infinity per se. Thus, there cannot be an infinite number
of causes that are per se required for a certain effect; for

instance, that a stone be moved by a stick, the stick by the

hand, and so on to infinity. But it is not impossible to proceed

to infinity accidentally as regards efficient causes; for in-

stance, if all the causes thus infinitely multiplied should have
the order of only one cause, while their multiplication is ac-

cidental: e.g ., as an artificer acts by means of many hammers
accidentally, because one after -the other is broken. It is ac-

cidental, therefore, that one particular hammer should act

after the action of another, and it is likewise accidental to

this particular man as generator to be generated by another
man; for he generates as a man, and not as the son of another
man. For all men generating hold one grade in the order of

efficient causes—-viz., the grade of a particular generator.

Hence it is not impossible for a man to be generated by man
to infinity; but such a thing would be impossible if the gen-
eration of this man depended upon this man, and on an ele-

mentary body, and on the sun, and so on to infinity.

Reply Obj . 8. Those who hold the eternity of the world
evade this argument in many ways. For some do not think
it impossible for there to be an actual infinity of souls, as
appears from the Metaphysics of Algazel, who says that such
a thing is an accidental infinity 59 But this was disproved
above/30 Some say that the soul is corrupted with the body.61

™ Meteor., I, 14 (35 2* 351b 8).
m De Consol, V, prose 6 (PL

63? 859 )
™ Metaph,, I, tr. 1, div. 6 (p. 40) —Cf Averroes, Destruct,

Destruct., X (DC, i2vab). 60
Q. 7, a. 4.

61
Cf. Nemesius, De Nat.

Rom., n (PG 40, 537 )

.
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And some say that of all souls only one remains.62 But others,

as Augustine says, asserted on this account a circulation of

souls

—

viz., that souls separated from their bodies again re-

turn thither after a course of time 63 A fuller consideration

of this matter will be given later.
64 But be it noted that this

argument considers only a particular case. Hence one might

say that the world was eternal, or at least some creature, as

an angel, but not man. But we are considering the question

in general, namely, whether any creature can exist from
eternity.

Third Article

WHETHER THE CREATION OF THINGS WAS IN THE
BEGINNING OF TIME?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the creation of things was
not in the beginning of time. For whatever is not in time,

is not in any part of time. But the creation of things was not

in time, for by the creation the substance of things was
brought into being, but time does not measure the substance

of things, and especially of incorporeal things. Therefore,

creation was not in the beginning of time.

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher proves that everything

which is made, was being made.65 Hence, to be made implies

a before and after. But in the beginning of time, since it is

indivisible, there is no before and after. Therefore, since to

be created is a kind of being made

,

it appears that things

were not created in the beginning of time.

Obj . 3. Further, even time itself is created. But time can-

not be created in the beginning of time, since time is divisible,

and the beginning of time is indivisible. Therefore, the crea-

tion of things was not in the beginning of time.

On the contrary
,
It is said {Gen. i. 1): In the beginning

God created heaven and earth.

I answer that, The words of Genesis
, In the beginning God

created heaven and earth, are interpreted in a threefold sense

“Averroes, Destruct. Destruct, I (IX, jova).
63

Serin. CCXLI,

4 (PL 38, 1135) >
Civit. Dei

,

XII, 13 (PL 41, 361) —Cf Plato

Timaeus (p. 39a) .

w
Q. 75, a. 6 ; q. 76, a. 2 ; q. 118, a. 3.

66 Phys.
;

VI, 6 (237b 10).
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in order to exclude three errors. For some said that the world

always was, and that time had no beginning, 66 and to ex-

clude this the words In the beginning are interpreted to mean
the beginning of time.

And some said that there are two principles of creation,

me of good things and the other of evil things,67 against

which In the beginning is expounded

—

in the Son. For as the

efficient principle is appropriated to the Father by reason of

power, so the exemplary principle is appropriated to the Son
by reason of wisdom, in order that, according to the words

(
Ps

.

ciii. 24), Thou hast made all things in wisdom, it may
be understood that God made all things in the beginning

—

that is, in the Son. As it is said by the Apostle (Col. i. 16),

In Him—viz., the Son

—

were created all things.

But others said that corporeal things were created by God
through the medium of spiritual creatures; 68 and to exclude

this the words of Genesis are interpreted thus: In the begin-

ning—i e., before all things

—

God created heaven and earth.

For four things are stated to be created together—viz
,
the

empyrean heavens, corporeal matter, by which is meant the

earth, time, and the angelic nature.

Reply Obj. 1. Things are said to be created in the begin-

ning of time, not as if the beginning of time were a measure
of creation, but because together with time the heavens and
earth were created.

Reply Obj. 2. This saying of the Philosopher is understood

of being made by means of movement, or as the term of

movement. For, since in every motion there is before and
after, before any one point in a given motion—that is, while

anything is in the process of being moved and made,—there

is a before and also an after, because what is in the beginning
of motion or in its term is not in the state of being moved.

But creation is neither motion nor the term of motion, as

Was said above.69 Hence a thing is created in such a way
that it was not being created before.

Reply Obj. 3. Nothing is made except “as it exists. But
nothing of time exists except now , Hence time cannot be
made except according to some now

;
not because there is

time in the first now, but because from it time begins.

*Cf St. Augustine, De Civit . Dm, X, 31, XI, 4; XII, 10 (PL 41,

311; 3195 357).
07 Cf below, q. 49, a. 3

00
Cf. above, q. 4S> a.

y, below, q. 65, a 4.
W Q 45, a. a, ad 3; a. 3.



Question XLVII

ON THE DISTINCTION OF THINGS IN GENERAL

{In Three Articles
)

After considering the production of creatures, we must turn

to the consideration of the distinction among them. This con-

sideration will be threefold—first, the distinction of things

in general, secondly, the distinction of good and evil;
1 thirdly,

tho distinction of spiritual and corporeal creatures.2

tinder the.first head there are three points of inquiry: (i)

The multitude or distinction of things. (2) Their inequality.

(3) The unity of the world.

First Article

WHETHER THE MULTITUDE AND DISTINCTION OF THINGS
IS FROM GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the multitude and distinc-

tion of things does not come from God. For one naturally

always makes one. But God is supremely one, as appears

from what precedes.3 Therefore He produces but one effect.

Obj. 2, Further, the representation is assimilated to its

exemplar. But God is the exemplary cause of His effect, as

was said above.4 Therefore, as God is one, His effect is only

one, and not diverse.

Obj. 3. Further, the means are proportioned to the end
But the end of the creature is one—viz., the divine goodness,

as was shown above. 6 Therefore the effect of God is but one.

On the contrary, It is said {Gen. i. 4, 7) that God divided

the light from the darkness, and divided waters from waters .

Therefore the distinction and multitude of things is from God,

I answer that
,
The distinction of things has been ascribed

to many causes. For some attributed the distinction to mat-

ter, either by itself or with the agent. Democritus, for in-

stance, and all the ancient natural philosophers, who admitted

1
Q 48.

aQ 50.
8
Q. 11, a 4

4
Q. 44}

a. 3.
6
Q. 44> a. 4*

259



260 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 47 Art. i

no cause but matter, attributed it to matter alone
,

6 and in

their opinion the distinction of things comes from chance

according to the motion of matter. Anaxagoras, however, at-

tributed the distinction and multitude of things to matter

and to the agent together
;
and he said that the intellect dis-

tinguishes things by separating what is mixed in the matter .
7

But this cannot stand, for two reasons. First, because, as

was shown above, even matter itself was created by God .
8

Hence we must reduce to a higher cause whatever distinction

comes from matter. Secondly, because matter is for the sake

of the form, and not the form for the matter, and the dis-

tinction of things comes from their proper forms. Therefore,

the distinction of things is not for the sake of the matter;

but rather, on the contrary, created matter is formless, in

order that it may be accommodated to different forms.

Others have attributed the distinction of things to second-

ary agents, as did Avicenna, who said that God by under-

standing Himself, produced the first intelligence; in which,

since it was not its own being, there is necessarily composi-

tion of potentiality and act
,

9 as will appear later .
10 And so

the first intelligence, inasmuch as it understood the first

:ause, produced the second intelligence; and in so far as it

understood itself as in potentiality it produced the body of

the heavens, which causes motion, and inasmuch as it under-

stood itself as having actuality it produced the soul of the

heavens.

But this opinion cannot stand, for two reasons. First, be-

cause it was shown above that to create belongs to God
alone

;

11 and hence whatever can be caused only by creation

is produced by God alone—viz,, all those things which are

not subject to generation and corruption. Secondly, because,

according to this opinion, the universe of things would not
proceed from the intention of the first cause, but from the

concurrence of many producing causes; and such an effect is

an effect produced by chance. Therefore, the perfection of

the universe, which consists of the diversity of things, would
thus be a thing of chance, which is impossible.

Hence we must say that the distinction and multitude of

6
Cf. Aristotle, Phys II, 2 (194a 20) ;

II, 4 (196a 24) ;
III, 4 (203a

34).
7 Cf op. czf.. Ill, 4 (203^ 23).

S
Q, 44, a 2 °Metaph,

IX, 4 (i04va)
;
cf op. cti., I, 7 (73rb).

10
Q 50, a. 2, ad 3.

11
Q.

45» a,
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things is from the intention of the first cause, who is God.
For He brought things into being in order that His goodness
might be communicated to creatures, and be represented by
them. And because His goodness could not be adequately
represented by one creature alone, He produced many and
diverse creatures, so that what was wanting to one in the

representation of the divine goodness might be supplied by
another. For goodness, which in God is simple and uniform,

in creatures is manifold and divided; and hence the whole
universe together participates the divine goodness more per-

fectly, and represents it better, than any given single crea-

ture. And because the divine wisdom is the cause of the

distinction of things, therefore Moses said that things are

made distinct by the Word of God, which is the conception

of His wisdom; and this is what we read in Genesis (i. 3, 4)

:

God said • Be light made . , . . And He divided the light

from the darkness .

Reply Obj. r. The natural agent acts by the form which
makes it what it is, and which is only one in one thing

;
and

therefore its effect is one only. But the voluntary agent, such
as God is, as was shown above, acts by an intellectual

form.12 Since, therefore, it is not againbt God J

s unity and
simplicity to understand many things, as was shown above,13

it follows that, although He is one, He can make many things.

Reply Obj. 2. This argument would apply to the repre-

sentation which perfectly represents the exemplar, and which

is multiplied only by reason of matter Hence the uncreated

image, which is perfect, is only one. But no creature perfectly

represents the first exemplar, which is the divine essence;

and, therefore, it can be represented by many things. Still,

according as ideas are called exemplars, the plurality of ideas

corresponds in the divine mind to the plurality of things.

Reply Ob). 3. In speculative matters the means of demon-
stration, which demonstrates the conclusion perfectly, is only

one; whereas probable means of proof are many Likewise

when operation is concerned, if the means be equal, so to

speak, to the end, only one is necessary. But the creature

is not so related to its end, which is God; and hence the

multiplication of creatures is necessary.

M
Q. 19., a, 4.

13 Q is, a. is.
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Second Article

WHETHER THE INEQUALITY OP THINGS IS FROM GOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It would seem that the inequality of things is

not from God For it belongs to the best to produce the best.

But among things that are best, one is not greater than an-

other.Therefore, it belongs to God, Who is the Best, to make
all things equal.

Obj. 2. Further, equality is the effect of unity.14 But God
is one. Therefore, He has made all things equal.

Obj. 3. Further, it is the pait of justice to give unequal

gifts to unequal things. But God is just in all His works.

Since, therefore, no inequality of things is presupposed to

the operation whereby He gives being to things, it seems that

He has made all things equal.

On the contrary. It is said (Ecclus . xxxiii. 7): Why does

one day excel another
,
and one light another, and one year

another year, one sun another sun? By the knowledge oj
t

the

Lord they were distinguished .

I answer that, When Origen wished to refute those who
said that the distinction of things arose from the contrariety

of the principles of good and evil, he said that in the begin-

ning all things were created equal by God.15 For he asserted

that God first created only rational creatures, and all equal;

and that inequality arose in them from free choice, since

some turned to God more and some less, and others turned

more and others less away from God. And so those rational

creatures which were turned to God by free choice, were
promoted to the various orders of angels according to the di-

versity of merits. Those however, who were turned away from
God were bound to bodies according to the diversity of their

sin; and this was the cause (he said) of the creation and
diversity of bodies.

But according to this opinion, it would follow that the

universe of bodily creatures would not be for the sake of the

communication of the goodness of God to creatures, but for

the sake of the punishment of sin; which is contrary to what

u
Aristotle, Metaph

,

IV, i$ (1021a 12).
15 Peri Archon, I, 6; 8;

II, g (PG xi, 166, 178, 229)
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is said: God saw all the things that He had made, and they
were very good (Gen i. 31). And, as Augustine says: What
can be more stupid than to say that the divine Artist pro-

vided this one sun for the one world, not to be an ornament
to its beauty, nor for the benefit of corporeal things, but that

it happened through the sm of one soul; so that, if a hundred
souls had sinned, there would be a hundred suns in the

world7 16

Therefore it must be said that, just as the wisdom of God
is the cause of the distinction of things, so the same wisdom
is the cause of their inequality. This may be explained as

follows. A twofold distinction is found in things, one is a

formal distinction among things differing specifically, the

other is a material distinction among things differing nu-
merically only And since matter is for the sake of form, ma-
terial distinction exists for the sake of formal distinction.

Hence we see that in incorruptible things there is only one
individual of each species, for the species is sufficiently pre-

served in the one, whereas in generable and corruptible

things there are many individuals of one species for the pres-

ervation of the species. Whence it appears that formal dis-

tinction is of greater consequence than the material. Now,
formal distinction always requires inequality, because, as the

Philosopher says,17 the forms of things are like numbers in

which species vary by the addition or subtraction of unity.

Hence in natural things species seem to be arranged in a hier-

archy. as the mixed things are more perfect than the ele-

ments, and plants than minerals, and animals than plants,

and men than other animals, and in each of these one species

is more perfect than others. Therefore, just as the divine

wisdom is the cause of the distinction of things for the sake

of the perfection of the universe, so is it the cause of inequal-

ity. For the universe would not be perfect if only one grade
of goodness were found in things.

Reply Obj. 1. It is the part of the best cause to produce
an effect which is best as a whole

;
but this does not mean

that He makes every part of the whole the best absolutely,

but in proportion to the whole. In the case of an animal,

for instance, its goodness would be taken away if every part

of it had the dignity of an eye. In the same way, God made
16 De Civit . Dei, XI, 23 (PL 41, 337).

17
Aristotle, Metaph,, VII,

3 (1043b 34)
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the universe to be best as a whole, according to its require-

ment as a creature; whereas He did not make each single

creature best, but one better than another. And therefore we
find it said of each creature, God saw the light that it was
good {Gen, i 4) ;

and in like manner of each one of the rest.

But of all together it is said, God saw all the things that He
had made

,
and they were very good {Gen. i. 31).

Reply Obj 2. The first effect of unity is equality, and then

comes multiplicity. Therefore from the Father, to Whom,
according to Augustine, unity is appropriated,18 the Son pro-

ceeds, to Whom is appropriated equality; and then comes
the creature, to which belongs inequality. Nevertheless, crea-

tures share also in a certain equality, namely, that of pro-

portion.

Reply Obj. 3. This is the argument that persuaded
Origen, 19 but it holds only as regards the distribution of re-

wards, the inequality of which is due to unequal merits. But
in the constitution of things here is no inequality of parts

through any preceding inequality, either of merits or of the

disposition of the matter; but inequality comes from the

perfection of the whole. This appears also in works done by
art; for the roof of a house does not differ from the founda-

tion because it is made of other material. But the builder

seeks different materials m order that the house may be per-

fect in its different parts. Indeed, he would make such mate-
rials if he could.

Third Article

WHETHER THERE IS ONLY ONE WORLD?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not only one world,

but many. Because, as Augustine says, it is unfitting to say
that God has created things without a reason 20 But for the

same reason that He created one, He could create many,
since His power is not limited to the creation of one world,

but is infinite, as was shown above.21 Therefore God has pro-

duced many worlds

™De Doct. Christ., I, 5 (PL 34, 21). ™ Peri Archon, I, 0; 8; II,

9 (PG xi, 166, 178; 229).
20 Lib. 83 Qrnest, q 46 (PL 40, 30).m

Q. a *.
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Obj. 2. Further, nature does what is best, and much more
does God. But it is better that there be many worlds than
that there be one, because many good things are better than

a few. Therefore many worlds have been made by God
Obj . 3. Further, everything which has a form in matter

can be multiplied in number, while the species remains the

same, because multiplication in number comes from matter.

But the world has form in matter. Thus, when I say man,
I mean the form, and when I say this man

,
I mean the form

in matter; so when we say world

,

the form is signified, and
when we say this world

,

the form in matter is signified.

Therefore there is nothing to prevent the existence of many
worlds.

On the contrary, It is said (Jo. i. 10) : The world was made
by Him, where the world is named as one, as if only one

existed.

1 answer that, The very order of things created by God
shows the unity of the world For this world is called one bj

the unity of order, whereby some things are ordered to others

But whatever things come from God have relation of order to

each other and to God Himself, as was shown above.22 Henc<
it is necessary that all things should belong to one world
Therefore only those were able to assert the existence of

many worlds who did not acknowledge any ordaining wis-

dom, but rather believed in chance; as did Democritus, who
said that this world, besides an infinite number of other

worlds, was made from a coming together of atoms 23

Reply Obj. 1. This argument proves that the world is one

because all things must be arranged in one order, and to one

end. Therefore from the unity of order in things Aristotle

infers the unity of God governing all.
24 In the same way,

Plato proves the unity of the world, as a sort of copy, from
the unity of the exemplar.25

Reply Obj. 2. No agent intends material plurality as the

end; for material multitude has no certain limit, but of itself

tends to infinity, and the infinite is opposed to the notion of

end. Now when it is said that many worlds are better than

one, this has reference to material multitude. But the best

\

23
Q. 11, a 3; q 21, a. i, ad 3

23
Cf. Aristotle, De Caelo, III, 4

(303a 4) ;
Cicero, De Nat Dear., I, 26 (p, 28) ;

St Ambrose, In

Hexaem I, 1 (PL 14, 135),
*•.Metaph

,
XI, 10 (1076a 4)

25 Cf

St. Thomas, In De Cadi, I, lect. 19—Cf also Plato, Ttmaeus (p 31a)
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in this sense, is not the intention of the divine agent; since

foi the same reason it might be said that if He had made
two worlds, it would be better if He had made three; and so
on to infinity.

Reply Obj. 3. The world is composed of the whole of its

matter. For it is not possible for there to be another earth

than this one, since every earth would naturally be carried

to this central one, wherever it was. The same applies to the
other bodies which are parts of the world.



Question XLVIH

THE DISTINCTION OF THINGS IN PARTICULAR

{In Six Articles)

We must now consider the distinction of things in particular.

And firstly the distinction of good and evil; then the dis-

tinction of spiritual and corporeal creatures.1

Concerning the first, we inquire into evil and its cause.3

Concerning evil, six points are to be considered: (i)

Whether evil is a nature? (2) Whether evil is found in

things? (3) Whether good is the subject of evil? (4) Whether
evil totally corrupts good? (5) The division of evil into pain

[poena] and fault [culpa], (6) Which has more the nature

of evil, pain or fault?

Third Article

WHETHER EVIL IS IN GOOD AS IN ITS SUBJECT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that evil is not in good as

its subject. For good is something that exists. But Dionysius

says that evil does not existt nor is it in that which exists

.

8

Therefore, evil is not in good as its subject.

Obj . 2. Further, evil is not a being, whereas good is a
being. But non-being does not require being as its subject.

Therefore, neither does evil require good as its subject.

Obj . 3. Further, one contrary is not the subject of another.

But good and evil are contraries. Therefore, evil is not in

good as in its subject.

Obj . 4. Further, the subject of whiteness is called white.

Therefore, also, the subject of evil is evil. If, therefore, evil

is m good as in its subject, it follows that good is evil, against

what is said {Isa. v. 20.) : Woe to you who call evil good
, and

good evil!

On the contrary, Augustine says that evil exists only in

good

A

*Q 50
a
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I answer that

,

As was said above, evil indicates the absence

of good. But not every absence of good is evil. For absence

of good can be taken in a privative and in a negative sense.

Absence of good, taken negatively, is not evil
;
otherwise, it

would follow that what does not exist is evil, and also that

every thing would be evil because of not having the good be-

longing to something else. For instance, a man would be evil

because he did not have the swiftness of the roe, or the

strength of a lion. But the absence of good, taken in a priv-

ative sense, is an evil; as, for instance, the privation of sight

is called blindness.

Now, the subject of privation and of form is one and the

same—viz
,
being in potentiality, whether it be being in po-

tentiality absolutely, as primary matter, which is the subject

of the substantial form and of the privation of the opposite

form; or whether it be being in potentiality relatively, and
actuality absolutely, as in the case of a transparent body,

which is the subject both of darkness and light. It is, how-
ever, manifest that the form which makes a thing actual is a
perfection and a good. Hence, every actual being is a good;
and likewise every potential being, as such, is a good, as hav-
ing a relation to good. For as it has being in potentiality, so

it has goodness in potentiality. Therefore, the subject of evil

is good.

Reply Ohj . r. Dionysius means that evil is not in existing

things as a part, or as a natural property of any existing

thing.

Reply Ob/. 2, Non-being, understood negatively, does not

require a subject; but privation is negation in a subject, as

the Philosopher says, and such a non-being is an evil.5

Reply Obj. 3. Evil is not in the good opposed to it as in

its subject, but in some other good, for the subject of blind-

ness is not sight

,

but the animal. Yet it appears, as Augustine
says, that the rule of dialectic here fails, the rule, namely,
which says that contraries cannot exist together.6 But this is

to be taken according to the universal meaning of good and
evil, but not in reference to any particular good and evil. For
white and black, sweet and bitter, and like contraries, are

considered as contraries only in a special sense, because they
exist in some determinate genera; whereas good enters into

*Metaph f IK, 2 (1004a 15) * Enchir., XIV (PL 40, 238).
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every genus. Hence one good can coexist with the privation

of another good
Reply Ob) 4. The prophet invokes woe to those who say

that good as such is evil. But this does not follow from what
is said above, as is clear from the explanation given.

Fourth Article

WHETHER EVIL CORRUPTS THE WHOLE GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that evil corrupts the whole
good. For one contrary is wholly corrupted by another But
good and evil are contraries. Therefore evil corrupts the

whole good.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says that evil injures inasmuch
as it takes away good.

7 But good is all of a piece and uni-

form. Therefore it is wholly taken away by evil.

Obj . 3. Further, evil, as long as it lasts, causes injury and
takes away good. But that from which something is always
being removed, is at some time consumed, unless it is infinite,

which cannot be said of any created good. Therefore evil

wholly consumes good.

On the contrary
, Augustine says that evil cannot wholly

consume good 8

1 answer that
, Evil cannbt wholly consume good. To prove

this we must consider that there is a threefold good. One kind

of good is wholly destroyed by evil, and this is the good
opposed to evil; as light is wholly destroyed by darkness, and
sight by blindness. Another kind of good is neither wholly

destroyed nor diminished by evil, and that is the good which
is the subject of evil, for by darkness the substance of the

air is not injured. And there is also a kind of good which is

diminished by evil, but is not wholly taken away; and this

good is the aptitude of a subject to some actuality.

The diminution, however, of this last kind of good is not

to be considered by way of subtraction, as is diminution in

quantity, but rather by way of remission, as is diminution in

qualities and forms. The remission of this aptitude is to be

taken as contrary to its intensity. For this kind of aptitude

7 Op. cit

,

XII (PL 40, 237) ,
De Mor. Keel , H, 3 (PL 32, 1347)

*Enchw^ XII (PL 40, 237).



270 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 48 Art. 4

receives its intensity by the dispositions whereby the matter

is prepared for actuality. The more they are multiplied in the

subject, the more is it fitted to receive its perfection and

form; and, on the contrary, it is decreased by contrary dis-

positions, whose greater multiplication in the matter, as well

as greater intensity, weaken all the more the potentiality in

relation to its act.

Therefore, if contrary dispositions cannot be multiplied

and intensified to infinity, but only to a certain limit, neither

is the aforesaid aptitude diminished or remitted infinitely.

This appears in the active and passive qualities of the ele-

ments, for coldness and humidity, whereby the aptitude of

matter to the form of fire is diminished or remitted, cannot

be infinitely multiplied. But if the contrary dispositions can

be infinitely multiplied, the aforesaid aptitude is also in-

finitely diminished or remitted. Nevertheless, it is not wholly

taken away, because it always remains in its root, which is

the substance of the subject. Thus, if opaque bodies were
interposed to infinity between the sun and the air, the apti-

tude of the air for light would be infinitely diminished
,
but

still it would never be wholly removed while the air remained,
which in its very nature is transparent. In the same way,
addition in sin can be made to infinitude, whereby the apti-

tude of the soul for grace is more and more lessened, and
these sins are like obstacles interposed between us and God,
according to Isa lix. 2 : Our sins have divided between us and
God . Yet the aforesaid aptitude of the soul is not wholly
taken away, for it belongs to its very nature.

Reply Obj. 1. The good which is opposed to evil is wholly
taken away; but other goods are not wholly removed, as was
said above.

Reply Ob), 2. The aforesaid aptitude is intermediate be-

tween subject and act. Hence, where it touches act, it is

diminished by evil; but where it reaches the subject, it re-

mains as it was. Therefore, although good is like to itself, yet,

because of its relation to different things, it is not wholly, but
only partially, taken away.

^

Reply Ob). 3. Some, imagining that the diminution of this

kind of good is like the diminution of quantity, said that just

as the continuous is infinitely divisible, if the division be made
according to the same proportion (for instance, half of a half,
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or a third of a third), so is it in the present case .

9 Bat this

explanation does not avail here. For when in a division we
keep the same proportion, we continue to subtract less and
less; for half of a half is less than half the whole. But a sec-

ond sin does not necessarily diminish the above mentioned

aptitude less than a preceding sin, but perchance either

equally or more.

Therefore it must be said that, although this aptitude is a

finite thing, still it may be so diminished infinitely, not per se„

but accidentally, according as the contrary dispositions are

also increased infinitely, as was explained.

0 William of Auxerre, Summa Aurea, II, tr, 26, q. 5 (fol. 87a)



Question XLIX

THE CAUSE OF EVIL

{In Three Articles)

We next inquire into the cause of evil Concerning this there

are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether good can be the

cause of evil? (2) Whether the supreme good, God, is the

cause of evil? (3) Whether there be any supreme evil, which

is the first cause of all evils?

First Article

WHETHER GOOD CAN BE THE CAUSE OF EVIL?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that good cannot be the cause

of evil. For it is said {Matt. vii. 18): A good tree cannot

bring forth evil fruit.

Obj . 2. Further, one contrary cannot be the cause of an-

other. But evil is the contrary to good. Therefore good
cannot be the cause of evil.

Obj. 3. Further, a deficient effect can proceed only from a

deficient cause. But supposing that evil has a cause, it is a
deficient effect; and therefore it has a deficient cause But
everything deficient is an evil. Therefore the cause of evil can
be only evil.

Obj. 4. Further, Dionysius says that evil has no cause.1

Therefore good is not the cause of evil.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says: There is no possible

source of evil except good

?

I answer that
,
It must be said that every evil in some way

has a cause. For evil is the absence of the good which is nat-

ural and due to a thing. But that anything fall short of its

natural and due disposition can come only from some cause

drawing it out of its proper disposition. For a heavy thing

is not moved upwards except by some impelling force; nor
does an agent fail in its action except from some impediment.
But only good can be a cause; because nothing can be a cause
except inasmuch as it is a being, and every being, as such, is

x Op. cit IV, 30 (PG 3, 732) ,

2 Contra Julian., I, 9 (PL 44, 670).
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good And if we consider the special kinds of causes, we see

that the agent, the form and the end imply some kind of per-

fection which belongs to the notion of good. Even matter,

as a potentiality to good, has the nature of good.
Now that good is the cause of evil by way of the material

cause was shown above .
3 For it was shown that good is the

subject of evil But evil has no formal cause, but is rather a
privation of form. So, too, neither has it a final cause, but is

rather a privation of order to the proper end, since it is not
only the end which has the nature of good, but also the use-

ful, which is ordered to the end. Evil, however, has a cause
bv way of an agent, not directly, but accidentally.

In proof of this, we must know that evil is caused in action

otherwise than in the effect. In action, evil is caused by rea-

son of the defect of some principle of action, either of the
principal or the instrumental agent. Thus, the defect in the

movement of an animal may happen by reason of the weak-
ness of the motive power, as in the case of children, or by
reason only of the ineptitude of the instrument, as in the

lame. On the other hand, evil is caused m a thing, but not in

the proper effect of the agent, sometimes by the power of the

agent, sometimes by reason of a defect, either of the agent or

of the matter. It is caused by reason of the power or perfec-

tion of the agent when there necessarily follows on the form
intended by the agent the privation of another form

,
as, for

instance, when on the form of fire there follows the privation

of the form of air or of water. Therefore, as the more perfect

the fire is in strength, so much the more perfectly does it im-

press its own form, so also the more perfectly does it corrupt

the contrary. Hence that evil and corruption befall air and
water comes from the perfection of the fire, but accidentally;

because fire does not aim at the privation of the form of

water, but at the introduction of its own form, though by
doing this it also accidentally causes the other. But if there

is a defect in the proper effect of the fire—as, for instance,

that it fails to heat—this comes either by defect of the action

which implies the defect of some principle, as was said above,

or by the indisposition of the matter, which does not receive

the action of the fire acting on it. But the fact itself that it is

a deficient being is accidental to good to which it belongs

Q 48, a. 3.
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essentially to act. Hence it is true that evil in no way has any
but an accidental cause. Thus good is the cause of evil.

Reply Obj. i. As Augustine says, The Lord calls an evil

will an evil tree, and a good will a good tree* Now, a good
will does not produce a morally bad act, since it is from the

good will itself that a moral act is judged to be good. Never-

theless the movement itself of an evil will is caused by the

rational creature, which is good; and thus good is the cause

of evil.

Reply Obj. 2. Good does not cause that evil which is con-

trary to itself, but some other evil. Thus, the goodness of the

fire causes evil to the water, and man, good in his nature,

causes a morally evil act Furthermore, as was explained

above, this is by accident.5 Moreover, it does happen some-
times that one contrary causes another by accident: for in-

stance, the exterior surrounding cold heats inasmuch as the

heat is confined by it.

Reply Obj, 3. Evil has a deficient cause in voluntary beings

otherwise than in natural thmgs. For the natural agent pro-

duces the same kind of effect as it is itself, unless it is im-

peded by some exterior thing; and this amounts to some de-

fect in it. Hence evil never follows in the effect unless some
other evil pre-exists in the agent or in the matter, as was said

above. But in voluntary beings the defect of the action comes
from an actually deficient will inasmuch as it does not actu-

ally subject itself to its proper rule. This defect, however, is

not a fault
,
but fault follows upon it from the fact that the

will acts with this defect.

Reply Obj . 4. Evil has no direct cause, but only an acci-

dental cause, as was said above.

Second Article

WHETHER THE HIGHEST GOOD, GOD, IS THE CAUSE OE EVIL?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the highest good, God, is

the cause of evil For it is said {Isa. xlv. 5,7 )• I am the Lord,
and there is no other God, forming the light, and creating

darkness, making peace, and creating evil . It is also said

* Contra Julian., I, 9 (PL 44, 672).
5 Q 19, a. 9
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(Amos iii. 6), Shall there be evil in a city
,
which the Lord

hath not done?

Obj. 2. Further, the effect of the secondary cause is re-

duced to the first cause. But good is the cause of evil, as was
said above Therefore, since God is the cause of every good,
as was shown above,6

it follows that also every evil is from
God.

Obj . 3. Further, as is said by the Philosopher, the cause of
both the safety and danger of the ship is the same.7 But God
is the cause of the safety of all things. Therefore He is the
cause of all perdition and of all evil.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that, God is not the au-
thor of evil

,
because He is not the cause of tending to non-

being?

I answer that
, As appears from what was said, the evil

which consists in the defect of action is always caused by the
defect of the agent. But in God there is no defect, but the
highest perfection, as was shown above.9 Hence, the evil

which consists in defect of action, or which is caused by de-

fect of the agent, is not reduced to God as to its cause.

But the evil which consists in the corruption of some things

is reduced to God as the cause. And this appears as regards

both natural things and voluntary things. For it was said that

some agent, inasmuch as it produces by its power a form
which is followed by corruption and defect, causes by its

power that corruption and defect But it is manifest that the

form which God chiefly intends in created things is the good
of the order of the universe. Now, the order of the universe

requires, as was said above, that there should be some things

that can, and sometimes do, fail.
10 And thus God, by causing

in things the good of the order of the universe, consequently

and, as it were by accident, causes the corruptions of things,

according to 1 Kings ii: 6: The Lord killeth and maketh
alive. But when we read that God hath not made death (Wis,

i. 13), the sense is that God does not will death for its own
sake. Nevertheless, the order of justice belongs to the order

of the universe; and this requires that penalty should be
dealt out to sinners. And so God is the author of the evil

e
Q. 2, a. 3; q. 6, a. 1 and 4.

7
Aristotle, Phys.t II, 3 (193a 3).

6 Lib. S3 Quaest q 21 (PL 40, 16). ®Q. 4, a. 1.
10 Q 22, a. 2 >

ad 2
, q 48, a. 2.
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which is penalty, but not of the evil which is fault, by reason

of what is said above.

Reply Obj . 1. These passages refer to the evil of penalty,

and not to the evil of fault.

Reply Obj. 2. The effect of the deficient secondary cause is

reduced to the first non-deficient cause as regards what it has

of being and perfection, but not as regards what it has of de-

fect, just as whatever there is of motion in the act of limping

is caused by the motive power, whereas what is unbalanced

in it does not come from the motive power, but from the

curvature of the leg. So, too, whatever there is of being and
action in a bad action is reduced to God as the cause;

whereas whatever defect is in it is not caused by God, but by
the deficient secondary cause.

Reply Obj . 3. The sinking of a ship is attributed to the

Bailor as the cause from the fact that he does not fulfill what
the safety of the ship requires; but God does not fail in doing

what is necessary for safety. Hence there is no parity.

Third Article

WHETHER THERE BE ONE HIGHEST EVIL WHICH IS THE
CAUSE OF EVERY EVIL?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is one highest evil

which is the cause of every evil. For contrary effects have
contrary causes. But contrariety is found in things, accord-

ing to Ecclus. xxxiii. 15: Good is set against evil
,
and life

against death; so also is the sinner against a just man . There-
fore there are contrary principles, one of good, the other of

evil.

Obj. 2. Further, if one contrary is in nature, so is the other,

as it is said in De Caelo
,

ii.
11 But the highest good is in na-

ture, and is the cause of every good, as was shown above.12

Therefore, there is also a highest evil opposed to it as the
cause of every evil.

Obj. 3. Further, as we find good and better things, so we
find evil and worse. But good and better are so considered in

^Aristotle, De Caelo, II, 3 (286a 23).
U
Q. 2, a. 3; q. 6, a. 2

and 4
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relation to what is best. Therefore evil and worse are so con*
sidered in relation to some highest evil.

Obj . 4. Further, everything participated is reduced to what
is essentially so. But things which are evil among us are evil,

not essentially, but by participation. Therefore it is possible

to find some highest essential evil, which is the cause of every

evil.

Obj. 5. Further, whatever is accidental is reduced to that

which is per se. But good is the accidental cause of evil.

Therefore, we must suppose some highest evil which is the

per se cause of evils. Nor can it be said that evil has no per

se cause, but only an accidental cause
;
for it would then fol-

low that evil would not exist in the majority of cases, but
only in a few.

Obj. 6. Further, the evil of the effect is reduced to the evil

of the gause; because the deficient effect comes from the

deficient cause, as was said above. But we cannot proceed

to infinity in this matter. Therefore, we must posit one first

evil as the cause of every evil.

On the contrary

,

The highest good is the cause of every be-

ing, as was shown above.13 Therefore there cannot be any
principle opposed to it as the cause of evils.

I answer that

,

It appears from what precedes that there is*

no one first principle of evil, as there is one first principle of

good.

First, because the first principle of good is essentially good,

as was shown above.14 But nothing can be evil in its very
essence. For it was shown above that every being, as such, is

good,15 and that evil can exist only in good as in its subject.1*

Secondly, because the first principle of good is the highest

and perfect good which pre-contains in itself all goodness, as

was shown above.17 But there cannot be a highest evil, for,

as was shown above, although evil always lessens good, yet

it never wholly consumes it;
18 and thus, since the good al-

ways survives, nothing can be wholly and perfectly evil.

Therefore, the Philosopher says that if the wholly evil could

be, it would destroy itself .
12 For if all good were destroyed

(which is essential for something to be wholly evil)
,
evil it-

self would be taken away, since its subject is good.

13
Q. 2, a. 3 ; q. 6, a 4.

u
Q. 6, a. 3 and 4.

38
Q. 5, a. 3. "Q*

48. a. 3.
i7
Q. 6- a. 2.

M
Q. 48, a. 4.

10 Eth^ IV, 5 (1126a i*)<
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Thirdly, because the very nature of evil is against the idea

of a first principle; both because every evil is caused by good,

as was shown above, and because evil can be only an acci-

dental cause, and thus it cannot be the first cause, for the

accidental cause is subsequent to an essential cause, as ap-

pears in Physics ii
20

Those, however, who upheld two first principles, one good
and the other evil, fell into this error from the same cause,

whence also arose other strange notions of the ancients .
21 For

they failed to consider the universal cause of all being, and
considered only the particular causes of particular effects.

Hence on that account, if they found a thing injurious to

something by the power of its own nature, they thought that

the very nature of that thing was evil; as, for instance, if

one were to say that the nature of fire was evil because it

burnt the house of some poor man. The judgment, however,
of the goodness of anything does not depend upon its refer-

ence to any particular thing, but rather upon what it is in

itself, and on its reference to the whole universe, wherein
every part has its own perfectly ordered place, as was said

above 22 So, too, because they found two contrary particular

causes of two contrary particular effects, they did not know
how to reduce these contrary particular causes to a universal

common cause; and therefore they extended the contrariety

of causes even to the first principles. But since all contraries

agree in something common, it is necessary to search for one
common cause for them above their own contrary causes;

just as above the contrary qualities of the elements there ex-

ists the power of the body of the heavens, and above all

things that exist, no matter how, there exists one first prin-

ciple of being, as was shown above 23

Reply Obj. 1. Contraries agree in one genus, and they also

agree in the nature of being; and therefore, although they
have contrary particular causes, nevertheless we must come
at last to one first common cause.

Reply Obj. 2. Privation and habit belong naturally to the

same subject. Now the subject of privation is a being in po-
tentiality, as was said above 24 Hence, since evil is privation

of good, as appears from what was said above
,

25
ii is opposed

30
Aristotle, Phys., II, 6 (198a 8)

21
Cf. St. Thomas, C. G.} II, 41

;

St. Augustine, D$ Haeres., 14; 21
, 46 (PL 42, 28, 29; 37), “Q. 47,

a. 2, ad 1.
33
Q. 2, a. 3* 4&, a 3.

26
Ibid.
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to that good which has some potentiality, but not to the
highest good, who is pure act.

Reply Ob]. 3 Increase in intensity is in proportion to the
nature of a thing. And just as the form is a perfection, so

privation removes a perfection. Hence every form, perfec-

tion, and good is intensified by approach to a perfect termi-

nus, while privation and evil are intensified by receding from
that term. Hence a thing is not said to be evil and worse by
reason of access to the highest evil, in the same way as a
thing is said to be good and better by reason of access to the
highest good.

Reply Ob). 4. No being is called evil by participation, but
by privation of participation. Hence it is not necessary to

reduce it to any essential evil.

Reply Ob). 5. Evil can have only an accidental cause, as

was shown above. Hence reduction to any per se cause of

evil is impossible. Hence, to say that evil is in the majority of

cases is absolutely false For things which are generated and
corrupted, in which alone there can be natural evil, are a very

small part of the whole universe. Then again, defects in na-

ture are found in every species only in a small number of

cases. In man alone does evil manifest itself in the majority

of cases. For the good of man as regards the senses of the

body is not the good of man as man, but the good according

to the reason. More men, however, follow the sense rather

than the reason

Reply Ob). 6. In the causes of evil we do not proceed to

infinity, but reduce all evils to some good cause, whence evil

follows accidentally.



MAN; HIS POWERS; HIS KNOWLEDGE

Question LXXV

ON MAN WHO IS COMPOSED OF A SPIRITUAL AND
A CORPOREAL SUBSTANCE: AND FIRST, CON-
CERNING WHAT BELONGS TO THE ESSENCE
OF THE SOUL

{In Seven Articles)

Having treated of the spiritual and of the corporeal creature,

we now proceed to treat of man, who is composed of a spir-

itual and of a corporeal substance. We shall treat first of the

nature of man, and secondly of his origin. 1 Now the theolo-

gian considers the nature of man in relation to the soul, but
not in relation to the body, except in so far as the body has

relation to the soul. Hence the first object of our consider-

ation will be the soul. And since Dionysius says that three

things are to be found in spiritual substances—essence,

power and operation2—we shall treat first of what belongs

to the essence of the soul; secondly, of what belongs to its

power; 3 thirdly, of what belongs to its operation.4

Concerning the first, two points have to be considered
;
the

first is the nature of the soul considered in itself
;
the second

is the union of the soul with the body.6 Under the first head
there are seven points of inquiry.

(i) Whether the soul is a body? (2) Whether the human
soul is something subsistent? (3) Whether the souls of brute

animals are subsistent? (4) Whethei the soul is man, or is

man composed of soul and body? (5) Whether the soul is

composed of matter and form? (6) Whether the soul is in-

corruptible? (7) Whether the soul is of the same species as

an angel?

XQ 90 *De Cael. Hier>, XI, 2 (PG 3, 284).

84-
C
Q. 76.

2S'*'

Q. 77. 'Q.
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First Article

WHETHER THE SOUL IS A BODY?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is a body. For
the soul is the mover of the body. Nor does it move unless

moved. First, because apparently nothing can move unless

it is itself moved, since nothing gives what it has not. For in-

stance, what is not hot does not give heat. Secondly, because

if there be anything that moves and is itself not moved, it

must be the cause of eternal and uniform movement, as we
find proved Physics viii.

6 Now this does not appear to be the

case in the movement of an animal, which is caused by the

soul. Therefore the soul is a moved mover. But every moved
mover is a body. Therefore the soul is a body.

Ob}. 2. Further, all knowledge is caused by means of a

likeness. But there can be no likeness of a body to an incor~

poreal thing. If, therefore, the soul were not a body, it could

not have knowledge of corporeal things.

Ob}. 3. Further, between the mover and the moved there

must be contact. But contact is only between bodies. Since,

therefore, the soul moves the body, it seems that the soul

must be a body.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says that the soul is simple in

comparison with the body
,
inasmuch as it does not occupy

space by any bulk?

I answer that
, To seek the nature of the soul, we must

premise that the soul is defined as the first principle of life

in those things in our world which live; for we call living

things animate
,
and those things which have no life, inani-

mate. Now life is shown principally by two activities, knowl-

edge and movement. The philosophers of old, not being able

to rise above their imagination, supposed that the principle

of these actions was something corporeal; 8 for they asserted

that only bodies were real things, and that what is not cor-

poreal is nothing.9 Hence they maintained that the soul is

•Aristotle, Phys., VIH, 10 (267b 3).
7 De Trin., VI, 6 (PL 42,

929).
8 Democritus and Empedocles, according to Anstotle, De Anv

I, 2 (404a i;b u). 9 Cf above, q 50, a 1.
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some sort of body .
10 This opinion can be proved in many

ways to be false; but we shall make use of only one proof,

which shows quite universally and certainly that the soul is

not a body.

It is manifest that not every principle of vital action is a

soul, for then the eye would be a soul, as it is a principle of

vision, and the same might be applied to the other instru-

ments of the soul. But it is the first principle of life which

we call the soul. Now, though a body may be a principle of

life, as the heart is a principle of life in an animal, yet no

body can be the first principle of life. For it is clear that to

be a principle of life, or to be a living thing, does not belong

to a body as a body, since, if that were the case, every body
would be a living thing, or a principle of life. Therefore a

body is competent to be a living thing, or even a principle of

life, as such a body. Now that it is actually such a body it

owes to some principle which is called its act. Therefore the

soul, which is the first principle of life, is not a body, but

the act of a body; just as heat, which is the principle of

calefaction, is not a body, but an act of a body.

Reply Ob/. i. Since everything which is moved must be
moved by something else, a process which cannot be pro-

longed indefinitely, we must allow that not every mover is

moved For, since to be moved is to pass from potentiality to

actuality, the mover gives what it has to the thing moved,
inasmuch as it causes it to be in act. But, as is shown in

Physics viii., there is a mover which is altogether immovable,
and which is not moved either essentially or accidentally;

and such a mover can cause an eternally uniform move-
ment .

11 There is, however, another kind of mover, which,
though not moved essentially, is moved accidentally; and for

this reason it does not cause a uniform movement. Such a
mover is the soul There is, again, another mover, which is

moved essentially—namely, the body. And because the phi-

losophers of old believed that nothing existed but bodies,

they maintained that every mover is moved, and that the soul

is moved essentially, and is a body .
12

Reply Obj. 2 . It is not necessary that the likeness of the

10
Cf, Macrobius, In Somn Scipton

,

I, 24 (p. 543); Nemesius, De
Nat. Horn, II (PG 40, 536); St Augustine, De Civit Dei, VIH, 5
(PL 41, 230).

n
Aristotle, Phys, VIII, 5 (258b 4); 6 (258b 15);

to (267b 3). ^Cf. Aristotle, De An., I, 2 (403b 29).
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tiling known be actually in the nature of the knower. But
given a being which knows potentially, and afterwards knows
actually, the likeness of the thing known must be in the na-

ture of the knower, not actually, but only potentially, and
thus color is not actually in the pupil of the eye, but only
potentially Hence it is necessary, not that the likeness of

corporeal things be actually in the nature of the soul, but that

there be a potentiality in the soul for such a likeness. But
the ancient naturalists did not know how to distinguish be-

tween actuality and potentiality, 13 and so they held that the

soul must be a body in order to have knowledge of a body,,

and that it must be composed of the principles of which all

bodies are formed.

Reply Ob). 3. There are two kinds of contact, that of

quantity
, and that of power . By the former a body can be

touched only by a body; by the latter a body can be touched

by an incorporeal reality, which moves that body.

Second Article

WHETHER THE HUHAN SOUL IS SOMETHING SUBSISTENT?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul is not

something subsistent. For that which subsists is said to be

this particular thing. Now this particular thing is said not of

the soul, but of that which is composed of soul and body.

Therefore the soul is not something subsistent.

Ob). 2. Further, everything subsistent operates. But the

soul does not operate, for, as the Philosopher says, to say
that the soul feels or understands is like saying that the soul

weaves or builds .
14 Therefore the soul is not subsistent.

Obj. 3. Further, if the soul were something subsistent, it

would have some operation apart from the body. But it has

no operation apart from the body, not even that of under-

standing; for the act of understanding does not take place

without a phantasm, which cannot exist apart from the body.

Therefore the human soul is not something subsistent.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says: Whoever understands

that the nature of the mind is that of a substance and not

that of a body, will see that those who maintain the cor-

w
Cf. Aristotle, De Getter., 1, 10 (327b 23).

u De An., I, 4 (408I}

11).
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poreal nature of the mind are led astray because they as-

sociate with the mind those things without which they are

unable to think of any nature—i.e., imaginary pictures of

corporeal things .

15 Therefore the nature of the human mind
is not only incorporeal, but it is also a substance, that is,

something subsistent.

I answer that

,

It must necessarily be allowed that the

principle of intellectual operation, which we call the soul of

toan, is a principle both incorporeal and subsistent. For it is

dear that by means of the intellect man can know all corpo-

real things. Now whatever knows certain things cannot have

any of them in its own nature, because that which is in it

naturally would impede the knowledge of anything else. Thus
we observe that a sick man's tongue, being unbalanced by a

feverish and bitter humor, is insensible to anything sweet,

and everything seems bitter to it. Therefore, if the intellec-

tual principle contained within itself the nature of any body,

it would be unable to know all bodies. Now every body has

its own determinate nature. Therefore it is impossible for

the intellectual principle to be a body. It is also impossible

for it to understand by means of a bodily organ, since the

determinate nature of that organ would likewise impede
knowledge of all bodies; as when a certain determinate color

is not only in the pupil of the eye, but also in a glass vase,

the liquid in the vase seems to be of that same color.

Therefore the intellectual principle, which we call the mind
or the intellect, has essentially an operation in which the

body does not share. Now only that which subsists in itself

can have an operation in itself. For nothing can operate but
what is actual, and so a thing operates according as it is; for

which reason we do not say that heat imparts heat, but that

what is hot gives heat. We must conclude, therefore, that the

human soul, which is called intellect or mind, is something
incorporeal and subsistent.

Reply Obj. i. This particular thing can be taken in two
senses. Firstly, for anything subsistent; secondly, for that

which subsists and is complete in a specific nature The for-

mer sense excludes the inherence of an accident or of a ma-
terial form; the latter excludes also the imperfection of the

part, so that a hand can be called this particular thing in the

first sense, but not in the second. Therefore, since the human
**D£ Tnn X, 7 (PL 42, 979).
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soul is a part of human nature, it can be called this particu-

lar thing in the first sense, as being something subsistent; but
not in the second, for in this sense the composite of body and
soul is said to be this particular thing .

Reply Obj. 2. Aristotle wrote those words as expressing
t

not his own opinion, but the opinion of those who said that
to understand is to be moved, as is clear from the context.1®

Or we may reply that to operate through itself belongs to
what exists through itself. But for a thing to exist through
itself, it suffices sometimes that it be not inherent, as an acci-

dent or a material form; even though it be part of something.
Nevertheless, that is rightly said to subsist through itself

which is neither inherent in the above sense, nor part of any-
thing else. In this sense, the eye or the hand cannot be said

to subsist through itself; nor can it for that reason be said

to operate through itself. Hence the operation of the parts is

through each part attributed to the whole. For we say that

man sees with the eye, and feels with the hand, and not in

the same sense as when we say that what is hot gives heat

by its heat, for heat, strictly speaking, does not give heat.

We may therefore say that the soul understands just as the

eye sees
;
but it is more correct to say that man understands

through the soul.

Reply Obj. 3. The body is necessary for the action of the

intellect, not as its organ of action, but on the part of the

object; for the phantasm is to the intellect what color is to

the sight. Neither does such a dependence on the body prove

the intellect to be non-subsistent, or otherwise it would fol-

low that an animal is non-subsistent simply because it re-

quires external sensibles for sensation.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE SOUL IS MAN?
0

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is man. For it is

written (2 Cor . iv 16) * Though our outward man is cor-

rupted, yet the inward man is renewed day by day. But that

which is within man is the soul. Thprefore the soul is the

inward man.
w De An, I. a (408a 34).



286 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 75. Art. 4

Ob] . 2 . Further
7
the human soul is a substance But it is

not a universal substance Therefore it is a particular sub-

stance. Therefore it is a hypostasis or a person; and it can be

only a human person. Therefore the soul is a man, for a hu-

man person is a man.
On the contrary

,

Augustine commends Varro as holding

that man is not the soul alone, nor the body alone, but both

soul and body 17

I answer that, The assertion, the soul is a man, can be

taken in two senses First, that man is a soul, though this

particular man (Socrates, for instance) is not a soul, but

composed of soul and body I say this, because some held

that the form alone belongs to the species,18 while matter is

part of the individual, and not of the species This cannot

be true, for to the nature of the species belongs what the

definition signifies, and in natural things the definition does

not signify the form only, but the form and the matter.

Hence, in natural things the matter is part of the species;

not, indeed, signate matter, which is the principle of indi-

viduation, but common matter. For just as it belongs to the

nature of this particular man to be composed of this soul, of

this flesh, and of these bones, so it belongs to the nature of

man to be composed of soul, flesh, and bones, for whatever
belongs in common to the substance of all the individuals

contained under a given species must belong also to the sub-

stance of the species.

That the soul is a man may also be understood in this

sense, namely, that this soul is this man. Now this could be
held if it were supposed that the operation of the sensitive

soul were proper to it without the body; because in that case

all the operations which are attributed to man would belong

only to the soul. But each thing is that which performs its

own operations, and consequently that is man which per-

forms the operations of a man. But it has been shown above
that sensation is not the operation of the soul alone. Si3ce,

then, sensation is an operation of man, but not proper to

the soul, it is clear that man is not only a soul, but something
composed of soul and body.—Plato, through supposing that

17 De Civtt. Dei, XIX, 3 (PL 41, 626). “Averroes, In Metaph.,
VII, comm 21, comm. 24 (VHI, 8ov; 82V) —Cf. St. Thomas, In
Metaph, VII, lect. 9.

*
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sensation was proper to the soul, could maintain man to be
a soul making use of a body .

19

Reply Obj. i. According to the Philosopher, each thing

seems to be chiefly what is most important m it.
20 Thus,

what the governor of a state does, the state is said to do. In
this way sometimes what is most important in man is said

to be man* sometimes it is the intellectual part which, in

accordance with truth, is called the inward man, and some-
times the sensitive part with the body is called man in the

opinion of those who remain the slaves of sensible things.

And this is called the outward man.
Reply Obj . 2. Not every particular substance is a hyposta-

sis or a person, but that which has the complete nature of its

species. Hence a hand, or a foot, is not called a hypostasis,

or a person, nor, likewise, is the soul alone so called, since

it is a part of the human species.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THE HUMAN SOUL IS CORRUPTIBLE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul is cor-

ruptible. For those things that have a like beginning and
process seemingly have a like end. But the beginning of menr

by generation, is like that of animals, for they are made
from the earth. And the process of life is alike m both; be-

cause all things breathe alike, and man hath nothing more
than the beast, as it is written (Eccles . iii 19) . Therefore, as

the same text concludes, the death of man and beast is one,

and the condition of both is equal But the souls of brute

animals are corruptible. Therefore the human soul too is cor-

ruptible.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is out of nothing can return to

nothingness, because the end should correspond to the be-

ginning. But as it is written (Wis. ii. 2), We are born of

nothing; and this is true, not only of the body, but also of

the soul. Therefore, as is concluded in the same passage, Af»

ter this we shall be as if we had not been, even as to our soul,

Obj. 3. Further, nothing is without its own proper opera-

nd Nemesius, De Nat. Horn., I (PG 40, 505).—Plato, Alc*b

(p. 130c).
20 Eth

, IX, 8 (1168b 31).
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tion. But the operation proper to the soul, which is to under-

stand through a phantasm, cannot be without the body. For

the soul understands nothing without a phantasm, and there

is no phantasm without the body

,

as the Philosopher says.21

Therefore the soul cannot survive the dissolution of the body.

On the contrary

,

Dionysius says that human souls owe to

divine goodness that they are intellectual
,
and that they have

an incorruptible substantial life .
22

/ answer that, We must assert that the intellectual princi-

ple which we call the human soul is incorruptible. For a thing

may be corrupted in two ways—in itself and accidentally.

Now it is impossible for any subsistent being to be generated

or corrupted accidentally, that is, by the generation or cor-

ruption of something else. For generation and corruption be-

long to a thing in the same way that being belongs to it,

which is acquired by generation and lost by corruption.

Therefore, whatever has being in itself cannot be generated

or corrupted except in itself
;
while things which do not sub-

sist, such as accidents and material forms, acquire being or

lose it through the generation or corruption of composites.

Now it was shown above that the souls of brutes are not self-

subsistent, whereas the human soul is, so that the souls of

brutes are corrupted, when their bodies are corrupted, while

the human soul could not be corrupted unless it were cor-

rupted in itself. This is impossible, not only as regards the

human soul, but also as regards anything subsistent that is

a form alone. For it is clear that what belongs to a thing by
virtue of the thing itself is inseparable from it. But being

belongs to a form, which is an act, by virtue of itself. And
thus, matter acquires actual being according as it acquires

form, while it is corrupted so far as the form is separated

from it. But it is impossible for a form to be separated from
itself; and therefore it is impossible for a subsistent form to

cease to exist.

Granted even that the soul were composed of matter and
form, as some pretend

,

23 we should nevertheless have to

maintain that it is incorruptible. For corruption is found
only where there is contrariety, since generation and corrup-

tion are from contraries and into contraries. Therefore the

heavenly bodies, since they have no matter subject to con-
21

Aristotle, De An., I, 1 (403a 9).
28 De Div, Nom., IV, 2 (PG

3, 696). “ Cf. above, a. 5 and q. 50, a. 2.
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trariety, are incorruptible. Now there can be no contrariety
in the intellectual soul

;
for it is a receiving subject according

to the manner of its being, and those things which it receives

are without contrariety. Thus, the notions even of contraries

are not themselves contrary, smce contraries belong to the
same science. Therefore it is impossible for the intellectual

soul to be corruptible.

Moreover we may take a sign of this from the fact that
everything naturally aspires to being after its own manner.
Now, in things that have knowledge, desire ensues upon
knowledge. The senses indeed do not know being, except un-
der the conditions of here and now

,
whereas the intellect ap-

prehends being absolutely, and for all time; so that every-

thing that has an intellect naturally desires always to exist.

But a natural desire cannot be in ‘vain. Therefore every in-

tellectual substance is incorruptible.

Reply Ob

j

. i. Solomon reasons thus in the person of the

foolish, as expressed in the words of Wis. ii. Therefore the

saying that man and animals have a like beginning in gen-

eration is true of the body, for all animals alike are made of

earth. But it is not true of the soul. For while the souls of

brutes are produced by some power of the body, the human
soul is produced by God. To signify this, it is written of other

animals: Let the earth bring forth the living soul {Gen. i.

24) ;
while of man it is written {Gen. ii. 7) that Be breathed

into his face the breath of life. And so in the last chapter of

Ecclesiastes (xii. 7) it is concluded: The dust returns into

its earth from whence it was; and the spint returns to God
Who gave it. Again, the process of life is alike as to the body,

concerning which it is written {Eccles. iii. 19) : All things

breathe alike
, and {Wis. ii. 2), The breath in our nostrils is

smoke. But the process is not alike in the case of the soul,

for man has understanding whereas animals do not. Hence
it is false to say: Man has nothing more than beasts, Thus
death comes to both alike as to the body, but not as to the

soul.

Reply Obj. 2. As a thing can be created, not by reason of

a passive potentiality, but only by reason of the active poten-

tiality of the Creator, Who can produce something out of

nothing, so when we say that a thing can be reduced to noth-

ing, we do not imply m the creature a potentiality to non-

being, but in the Creator the power of ceasing to sustain
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being. But a thing is said to be corruptible because there is

in it a potentiality to non-being.

Reply Obj. 3. To understand through a phantasm is the

proper operation of the soul by virtue of its union with the

body. After separation from the body, it will have another

mode of understanding, similar to other substances separated

from bodies, as will ftpp^ar later on.24

34
Q. 89, a. 1.



Question LXXVI

THE UNION OF BODY AND SOUL

{In Eight Articles)

We now consider the union of the soul with the body, on
which there are eight points for inquiry: (i) Whether the

intellectual principle is united to the body as its form? (2)

Whether the intellectual principle is multiplied numerically

according to the number of bodies, or is there one intellect

for all men? (3) Whether in a body, the form of which is an

intellectual principle, there is some other soul? (4) Whether
in that body there is any other substantial form? (5) Of the

qualities required in the body of which the intellectual prin-

ciple is the form? (6) Whether the intellectual soul is joined

to the body by means of accidental dispositions? (7) Whether
the intellectual soul is united to such a body by means of

another body? (8) Whether the soul is wholly in each part

of the body?

First Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECTUAL PRINCIPLE IS UNITED
TO THE BODY AS ITS FORM?

We proceed thus to the First Article .

—

Objection 1. It seems that the intellectual principle is not

united to the body as its form. For the Philosopher says that

the intellect is separate, and that it is not the act of any
body.1 Therefore it is not united to the body as its form.

Obj. 2. Further, every form is determined according to the

nature of the matter of which it is the form
;
otherwise no

proportion would be required between matter and form.

Therefore if the intellect were united to the body as its form,

since every body has a determinate nature, it would follow

that the intellect has a determinate nature; and thus, it would
not be capable of knowing all things, as is clear from what
has been said.2 This is contrary to the nature of the intellect.

Therefore the intellect is not united to the body as its form.

Obj . 3. Further, whatever receptive power is an act of a

1 De An., Ill, 4 (429b 5). *Q 75, a. 2.

2Q J
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body, receives a form materially and individually; for what
is received must be received according to the condition of

the receiver. But the form of the thing understood is not re-

ceived into the intellect materially and individually, but

rather immaterially and universally Otherwise, the intellect

would not be capable of knowing immaterial and universal

objects, but only individuals, like the senses. Therefore the

intellect is not united to the body as its form.

Obj. 4. Further, power and action have the same subject,

for the same subject is what can, and does, act. But intel-

lectual action is not the action of a body, as appears from
the above 3 Therefore neither is the intellectual power a
power of the body. But a virtue or a power cannot be more
abstract or more simple than the essence from which the vir-

tue or power is derived. Therefore, neither is the substance

of the intellect the form of a body.

Obj, 5. Further, whatever has being in itself is not united

to the body as its form, because a form is that by which a
thing exists, which means that the very being of a form does

not belong to the form by itself But the intellectual princi-

ple has being in itself and is subsistent, as was said above.4

Therefore it is not united to the body as its form.

Obj. 6. Further, whatever exists in a thing by reason of its

nature exists in it always. But to be united to matter belongs

to the form by reason of its nature, because form is the act

of matter, not by any accidental quality, but by its own es-

sence; or otherwise matter and form would not make a thing

substantially one, but only accidentally one. Therefore, a
form cannot be without its own proper matter. But the in-

tellectual principle, since it is incorruptible, as was shown
above,5 remains separate from the body, after the dissolution

of the body. Therefore the intellectual principle is not united

to the body as its form.

On the contrary
, According to the Philosopher in Metafih .

viii., difference is derived from the form 6 But the difference

which constitutes man is rational
,
which is said of man be^

cause of his intellectual principle. Therefore the intellectual

principle is the form of man.
I answer that

, We must assert that the intellect which is

the principle of intellectual operation is the form of the hu-
man body. For that whereby primarily anything acts is a

s
Ibid, 4

Ibid,
6
Q. 75, a. 6. * Mttaph., VII, 2 (1041a 19),
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form of the thing to which the act is attributed. For instance,

that whereby a body is primarily healed is health, and that

whereby the soul knows primarily is knowledge; hence health

is a form of the body, and knowledge is a form of the soul.

The reason for this is that nothing acts except so far as it is

in act; and so, a thing acts by that whereby it is in act. Now
it is clear that the first thing by which the body lives is the

soul. And as life appears through various operations in dif-

ferent degrees of living things, that whereby we primarily

perform each of all these vital actions is the soul. For the

soul is the primary principle of our nourishment, sensation,

and local movement; and likewise of our understanding.

Therefore this principle by which primarily we understand,

whether it be called the intellect or the intellectual soul, is

the form of the body. This is the demonstration used by
Aristotle .

7

But if anyone say that the intellectual soul is not the form
of the body

,

8 he must explain how it is that this action of

understanding is the action of this particular man; for each

one is conscious that it is he himself who understands. Now
an action may be attributed to anyone in three ways, as is

clear from the Philosopher .
9 For a thing is said to move or

act, either by virtue of its whole self, for instance, as a physi-

cian heals, or by virtue of a part, as a man sees by his eye;

or through an accidental quality, as when we say that some-

thing that is white builds, because it is accidental to the builder

to be white. So when we say that Socrates or Plato under-

stands, it is clear that this is not attributed to him acciden-

tally, since it is ascribed to him as man, which is predicated

of him essentially We must therefore say either that Socrates

understands by virtue of his whole self, as Plato maintained,

holding that man is an intellectual soul
;

10 or that the in-

tellect is a part of Socrates. The first cannot stand, as was
shown above, because it is one and the same man who is

conscious both that he understands and that he senses .
11 But

one cannot sense without a body, and therefore the body
must be some part of man. It follows therefore that the in-

7Pe II, 2 (414a 12).
8 Cf St Albert, Summa de Creatur

,

II, q. 4, a. x (XXXV, 34) —Cf also Avicenna, De An, I, i (irb)
, V,

4 (24va).
9 Phys

,

V, i (224a 31).
10

Cf. above, q. 75, a 4-

’* Ibid,
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tellect by which Socrates understands is a part of Socrates,

so that it is in some way united to the body of Socrates.

As to this union, the Commentator held that it is through

the intelligible species
,

12 as having a double subject, namely,

the possible intellect and the phantasms which are in the

corporeal organs Thus, through the intelligible species, the

possible intellect is linked to the body of this or that par-

ticular man. But this link or union does not sufficiently ex-

plain the fact that the act of the intellect is the act of Soc-

rates. This can be clearly seen from comparison with the

sensitive power, from which Aristotle proceeds to consider

things relating to the intellect. For the relation of phantasms
to the intellect is like the relation of colors to the sense of

sight, as he says De Anima lii
13 Therefore, just as the species

of colors are in the sight, so the species of phantasms are in

the possible intellect Now it is clear that because the colors,

the likenesses of which are in the sight, are on a wall, the

action of seeing is not attributed to the wall; for we do not

say that the wall sees, but rather that it is seen. Therefore,

from the fact that the species of phantasms are in the pos-

sible intellect, it does not follow that Socrates, in whom are

the phantasms, understands, but that he or his phantasms
are understood.

Some
,

14 however, have tried to maintain that the intellect

is united to the body as its mover, and hence that the in-

tellect and body form one thing in such a way that the act

of the intellect could be attributed to the whole. This is, how-
ever, absurd for many reasons. First, because the intellect

does not move the body except through the appetite, whose
movement presupposes the operation of the intellect. The
reason therefore why Socrates understands is not because he
is moved by his intellect, but rather, contrariwise, he is

moved by his intellect because he understands.—Secondly,

because, since Socrates is an individual in a nature of one
essence composed of matter and form, if the intellect be not
the form, it follows that it must be outside the essence, and
then the intellect is to the whole Socrates as a motor to the
thing moved. But to understand is an action that remains in

the agent, and does not pass into something else, as does the-
32 In De An, III, comm. 5 (VI, 164V) 13

Aristotle, De An., Ill,

1 (431a 14).
14

Cf. William of Auvergne, De An, I, 7 (II, Supply

t2); VI, 35 (II, Suppl, 194).
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action of heating. Therefore the action of understanding can-

not be attributed to Socrates foi the reason that he is moved
by his intellect.—Thirdly, because the action of a mover is

never attributed to the thing moved, except as to an instru-

ment, just as the action of a carpenter is attributed to a saw.

Therefore, if understanding is attributed to Socrates as the

action of his mover, it follows that it is attributed to him as

to an instrument This is contrary to the teaching of the

Philosopher, who holds that understanding is not possible

through a corporeal instrument.15—Fourthly, because, al-

though the action of a part be attributed to the whole, as

the action of the eye is attributed to a man, yet it is never
attributed to another part, except perhaps accidentally, for

we do not say that the hand sees because the eye sees. There-
fore, if the intellect and Socrates are united in the above
manner, the action of the intellect cannot be attributed to

Socrates. If, however, Socrates be a whole composed of a

union of the intellect with whatever else belongs to Socrates,

but with the supposition that the intellect is united to the

other parts of Socrates only as a mover, it follows that Soc-

rates is not one absolutely, and consequently neither a being

absolutely, for a thing is a being according as it is one.

There remains, therefore, no other explanation than that

given by Aristotle—namely, that this particular man under-

stands because the intellectual principle is his form .
16 Thus

from the very operation of the intellect it is made clear that

the intellectual principle is united to the body as its form.

The same can be clearly shown from the nature of the

human species. For the nature of each thing is shown by its

operation. Now the proper operation of man as man is to

understand, for it is in this that he surpasses all animals.

Whence Aristotle concludes that the ultimate happiness of

man must consist in this operation as properly belonging to

him .
17 Man must therefore derive his species from that which

is the principle of this operation. But the species of each

thing is derived from its form. It follows therefore that the

intellectual principle is the proper form of man.
But we must observe that the nobler a form is, the more

it rises above corporeal matter, the less it is subject to matter,

and the more it excels matter by its power and its operation.
38 De An, III. 4 (429a 26).

10
0£. cit., II, 2 (414a 12).—Cf.

C. G., II, 59
13 Eth. X, ; (ri77a 17)-
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Hence we find that the form of a mixed body has an opera-

tion not caused by its elemental qualities. And the higher

we advance in the nobility of forms, the more we find that

the power of the form excels the elementary matter; as the

vegetative soul excels the form of the metal, and the sen-

sitive soul excels the vegetative soul. Now the human soul

is the highest and noblest of forms. Therefore, in its power
it excels corporeal matter by the fact that it has an operation

and a power in which corporeal matter has no share what-
ever. This power is called the intellect.

It is well to remark, furthermore, that if anyone held that

the soul is composed of matter and form,18 it would follow

that in no way could the soul be the form of the body. For
since form is an act, and matter is being only in potentiality,

that which is composed of matter and form cannot in its en-

tirety be the form of another. But if it is a form by virtue

of some part of itself, then that part which is the form we
call the soul, and that of which it is the form we call the

primary animate
, as was said above.19

Reply Obj. i. As the Philosopher says,
20 the highest nat-

ural form (namely, the human soul) to which the considera-

tion of the natural philosopher is directed is indeed separate,

but it exists in matter. He proves this from the fact that

man and the sun generate man from matter . It is separate

according to its intellectual power, because an intellectual

power is not the power of a corporeal organ, as the power
of seeing is the act of the eye; for understanding is an act

which cannot be performed by a corporeal organ, as can the

act of seeing. But it exists in matter m so far as the soul

itself, to which this power belongs, is the form of the body,
and the term of human generation. And so the Philosopher

says that the intellect is separate,
21 because it is not the

power of a corporeal organ.

From this it is clear how to answer the Second and Third
objections. For in order that man may be able to understand
all things by means of his intellect, and that his intellect may
understand all things immaterial and universal, it is sufficient

that the intellectual power be not the act of the body.
Reply Obj. 4, The human soul, by reason of its perfection,

is not a form immersed in matter, or entirely embraced by
15 Cf. above, q, 75, a. 5; q. 50, a 2.

30
Q. 7$, a. 5.

20
Phys., H,

2 (194b 12)
21 De An

^

III, 4 (429b 5).



291<Q 76. Art. 2 UNION OF BODY AND SOUL

matter. Therefore there is nothing to prevent some power of

the soul from not being the act of the body, although the

soul is essentially the form of the body.
Reply Obj. 5. The soul communicates that being in which

it subsists to the corporeal matter, out of which and the in-

tellectual soul there results one being; so that the being of

the whole composite is also the being of the soul. This is

not the case with other non-subsistent forms. For this reason

the human soul retains its own being after the dissolution

of the body; whereas it is not so with other forms.
Reply Obj. 6. To be united to the body belongs to the

soul by reason of itself, just as it belongs to a light body by
reason of^ itself to be raised up. And just as a light body
remains light, when removed from its proper place, retain-

ing meanwhile an aptitude and an inclination for its proper
place, so the human soul retains its proper being when sepa-

rated from the body, having an aptitude and a natural in-

clination to be united to the body.

Second Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECTUAL PRINCIPLE IS MULTIPLIED
ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF BODIES?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual principle

is not multiplied according to the number of bodies, but that

there is one intellect in all men. For an immaterial substance

is not multiplied numerically within one species. But the

human soul is an immaterial substance, since it is not com-
posed of matter and form, as was shown above.22 Therefore

there are not many human souls in one species. But all men
are of one species. Therefore there is but one intellect in all

men.
Obj. 2. Further, when the cause is removed, the effect is

also removed. Therefore, if human souls were multiplied ac-

cording to the number of bodies, it would follow that if the

bodies were removed, the number of souls would not remain,

but from all the souls there would be but a single remainder.

This is heretical, for it would do away with the distinction

of rewards and punishments.

Obj . 3. Further, if my intellect is distinct from your in-

33
Q* 75, a $
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tellect, my intellect is an individual, and so is yours; for indi-

viduals are things which differ in number but agree in one
species.23 Now whatever is received into anything must be
received according to the condition of the receiver. Therefore

the species of things would be received individually into my
intellect, and also into yours; which is contrary to the nature

of the intellect, which knows universals.

Obj. 4. Further, the thing understood is in the intellect

which understands. If, therefore, my intellect is distinct from
yours, what is understood by me must be distinct from what
is understood by you; and consequently it will be reckoned

as something individual
,
and be only potentially something

understood 24 Hence, the common intention will have to be
abstracted from both, since from things which are diverse

something intelligible and common to them may be ab-

stracted. But this is contrary to the nature of the intellect,

for then the intellect would not seem to be distinct from the

imagination. It seems to follow, therefore, that there is one
intellect in all men.

Obj. 5. Further, when the disciple receives knowledge from
the teacher, it cannot be said that the teacher’s knowledge
begets knowledge in the disciple, because then knowledge too

would be an active form, such as heat is; which is clearly

false. It seems, therefore, that the same individual knowl-
edge which is in the teacher is communicated to the dis-

ciple.25 This cannot be, unless there is one intellect in both.

Seemingly, therefore, the intellect of the disciple and teacher

Is but one; and, consequently, the same applies to all men.
Obj. 6. Further, Augustine says: If 1 were to say that there

are many human souls , I should laugh at myself 26 But the

soul seems to be one chiefly because of the intellect. There-
fore there is one intellect of all men.
On the contrary, The Philosopher says that the relation of

universal causes to what is universal is like the relation of

particular causes to individuals.27 But it is impossible that a
soul, one in species, should belong to animals of different

species. Therefore it is impossible that one individual intel-

lectual soul should belong to several individuals.

28
Cf. Averroes, In De An,, III, comm. 5 (VI, i66r).

24
Ibid.

\'VI, x63v-i64r). 25
Cf. Averroes, In De An, III, comm. 5 (VI,

i66rv). 36 De Quant . An., XXXII (PL 32, 1073).
27
Phys., II,

3 (195b 26)
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1 answer that

,

It is absolutely impossible for one intellect

to belong to all men This is clear if, as Plato maintained,
man is the intellect itself.

28 For if Socrates and Plato have
one intellect, it would follow that Socrates and Plato are one
man, and that they are not distinct from each other, except

by something outside the essence of each The distinction be-

tween Socrates and Plato would then not be other than that

of one man with a tunic and another with a cloak; which is

quite absurd.

It is likewise clear that this is impossible if, according to

the opinion of Aristotle, it is supposed that the intellect is

a part or a power of the soul which is the form of man 29

For it is impossible for many distinct individuals to have one
form, just as it is impossible for them to have one being. For
the form is the principle of being.

Again, this is clearly impossible, whatever one may hold

as to the manner of the union of the intellect to this or

that man. For it is manifest that, if there is one principal

agent, and two instruments, we can say without qualification

that there is one agent but several actions
;
as when one man

touches several things with his two hands, there will be one

who touches, but two contacts. If, on the contrary, we sup-

pose one instrument and several principal agents, we can say

that there are several agents, but one act; for example, if

there be many pulling a ship by means of a rope, those who
pull will be many, but the pulling will be one. If, however,

there is one principal agent, and one instrument, we say that

there is one agent and one action, as when the smith strikes

with one hammer, there is one striker and one stroke. Now
it is clear that no matter how the intellect is united or joined

to this or that man, the intellect has the primacy among all

the other things which pertain to man, for the sensitive pow-
ers obey the intellect, and are at its service. So if we suppose

two men to have two intellects and one sense,—for instance,

if two men had one eye,—there would be two seers, but one

seeing. But if the intellect is held to be one, no matter how
diverse may be all those things which the intellect uses as

instruments, it is in no way possible to say that Socrates and

Plato are more than one understanding man And if to this

we add that to understand, which is the act of the intellect,

28
Cf. above, q. 75, a. 4.

23 De An., II, 2 (414a 13) , 3 (414a 32).
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is not produced by any organ other than the intellect itself,

it will further follow that there is but one agent and one
action; in other words, all men are but one “understander,”

and have but one act of understanding,—I mean, of course,

in relation to one and the same intelligible object.

Now, it would be possible to distinguish my intellectual

action from yours by the distinction of the phantasms—be-

cause there is one phantasm of a stone in me, and another in

you—if the phantasm itself, according as it is one thing

in me and another in you, were a form of the possible intel-

lect. For the same agent produces diverse actions through

diverse forms. Thus, through the diverse forms in things in

relation to the same eye, there are diverse “seeings.” But the

phantasm itself is not the form of the possible intellect; the

intelligible species abstracted from phantasms is such a form.

Now in one intellect, from different phantasms of the same
species, only one intelligible species is abstracted; as appears

in one man, in whom there may be different phantasms of

a stone, and yet from all of them only one intelligible species

of a stone is abstracted, by which the intellect of that one
man, by one operation, understands the nature of a stone,

notwithstanding the diversity of phantasms. Therefore, if

there were one intellect for all men, the diversity of phan-
tasms in this man and in that would not cause a diversity

of intellectual operation in this man and that man, as the

Commentator imagines .

30 It follows, therefore, that it is al-

together impossible and inappropriate to posit one intellect

for all men.
Reply Obj . 1. Although the intellectual soul, like the angel,

has no matter from which it is produced, yet it is the form
of a certain matter; in which it is unlike an angel. Therefore,

according to the division of matter, there are many souls of

one species; while it is quite impossible for many angels to

be of one species.

Reply Obj. 2. Everything has unity in the same way that

it has being, and consequently we must judge of the multi-

plicity of a thing as we judge of its being. Now it is clear

that the intellectual soul is according to its very being united

to the body as its form. And yet, after the dissolution of the

body, the intellectual soul retains its own being. In like man-

In Ve An f III, comm 5 (VI, i66v).
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ner, the multiplicity of souls is in proportion to the multi-

plicity of bodies; and yet, after the dissolution of the bodies,

the souls remain multiplied in their being.

Reply Ob}. 3. The mdividuality of the understanding be-

ing, or of the species whereby it understands, does not ex-

clude the understanding of universals; or otherwise, since

separate intellects are subsistent substances, and consequently
individual, they could not understand universals. But it is

the materiality of the knower, and of the species whereby he
knows, that impedes the knowledge of the universal. For as

every action is according to the mode of the form by which
the agent acts, as heating is according to the mode of the

heat, so knowledge is according to the mode of the species

by which the knower knows. Now it is clear that the com-
mon nature becomes distinct and multiplied by reason of the

individuating principles which come from the matter. There-
fore if the form, which is the means of knowledge, is material

—that is, not abstracted from material conditions—its like-

ness to the nature of a species or genus will be according

to the distinction and multiplication of that nature by means
of individuating principles, so that the knowledge of the na-

ture in its community will be impossible. But if the species

be abstracted from the conditions of individual matter,

there will be a likeness of the nature without those things

which make it distinct and multiplied. And thus there will be
knowledge of the universal. Nor does it matter, as to this

particular point, whether there be one intellect or many; be-

cause, even if there were but one, it would necessarily be an
individual intellect, and the species whereby it understands,

an individual species.

Reply Obj . 4. Whether the intellect be one or many, what
is understood is one. For what is understood is in the intel-

lect, not in itself, but according to its likeness; for the stone

is not in the soul, but its likeness is, as is said De Anim<L

iii.
81 Yet it is the stone which is understood, not the like-

ness of the stone, except by a reflection of the intellect on
itself. Otherwise, the objects of sciences would not be things,

but only intelligible species. Now it is possible for different

things, according to different forms, to be likened to the same
thing. And since knowledge is begotten according to the

81
Aristotle, De An Ill, 8 (431b 29).
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assimilation of the knower to the thing known, it follows

that the same thing can be known by several knowers
;
as is

apparent in regard to the senses, for several see the same
color by means of diverse likenesses. In the same way several

intellects understand one thing But there is this difference,

according to the opinion of Aristotle,32 between the sense and

the intellect—that a thing is perceived by the sense accord-

ing to that disposition which it has outside the soul—that is,

in its individuality; whereas, though the nature of the thing

understood is outside the soul, yet its mode of being outside

the soul is not the mode of being according to which it is

known. For the common nature is understood as apart from
the individuating principles, whereas such is not its mode of

being outside the soul. (But according to the opinion of Plato,

the thing understood exists outside the soul in the same way
it is understood.33 For Plato supposed that the natures

of things exist separate from matter
)

Reply Ob']. 5. One knowledge exists in the disciple and an-
other in the teacher. How it is caused will be shown later

on.34

Reply Obj. 6. Augustine denies such a plurality of souls as

would involve a denial of their communication in the one
nature of the species.

Third Article

WHETHER BESIDES THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL THERE ARE
IN MAN OTHER SOULS ESSENTIALLY DIFFERENT FROM

ONE ANOTHER?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that besides the intellectual

soul there are in man other souls essentially different from
one another, namely, the sensitive soul and the nutritive souk
For corruptible and incorruptible are not of the same sub-

stance. But the intellectual soul is incorruptible, whereas the

other souls, namely, the sensitive and the nutritive, are cor-

ruptible, as was shown above.35 Therefore in man the essence

of the intellectual soul, the sensitive soul and the nutritive

soul cannot be the same.

89
Ibid . (432a 2).

33 Cf above, q 6, a. 4
34

Q, 117, a. 1,
85
Q. 75, a. 6.
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Obj. 2. Further, if it be said that the sensitive soul in man
is incorruptible, against this is the dictum that the corrupti-

ble and the incorruptible differ generically

,

according to the

Philosopher m Metaph. x.36 But the sensitive soul m the

horse, the lion, and other brute animals, is corruptible. If,

therefore, in man it be incorruptible, the sensitive soul m
man and brute animals will not be of the same genus. Now,
an animal is so called because it has a sensitive soul, and,

therefore, animal will not be one genus common to man and
other animals, which is absurd.

Objf. 3. Further, the Philosopher says that the embryo is

an animal before it is a man.37 But this would be impossible

if the essence of the sensitive soul were the same as that of

the intellectual soul, for an animal is such by its sensitive

soul, while a man is a man by the intellectual soul. Therefore

in man the essence of the sensitive soul is not the same as

the essence of the intellectual soul.

Obj . 4. Further, the Philosopher says in Metaph. viii
,
that

the genus is taken from the matter, and difference from the

form 38 But rational, which is the difference constituting man,
is taken from the intellectual soul

;
while he is called animal

by reason of his having a body animated by a sensitive soul.

Therefore the intellectual soul is compared to the body ani-

mated by a sensitive soul as form to matter. Therefore in

man the intellectual soul is not essentially the same as the

sensitive soul, but presupposes it as a material subject.

On the contrary, It is said in the book De Ecclesiasticis

Dogmatibus: Nor do we say that there are two souls tn one
man, as James and other Syrians write,—one, animal, by
which the body is animated, and which is mingled with the

blood; the other, spiritual, which obeys the reason; but we
say that it is one and the same soul in man which both gives

life to the body by being united to it, and orders itself by
its own reasonJ9

I answer that, Plata held that there were several souls in

one body, distinct even according to organs. To these souls

he referred the different vital actions, saying that the nutri-

Aristotle, Metaph, IX, 10 (1059a 10).
37 De Gener. Anim., II,

3 (736a 35).
38 Metaph VII, 2 (1043a 5, a 19) ,

cf op tit

,

VI, 12

(1038a 6).
39 Gennadius, De Eccles. Dogm., XV (PL 58, 984) —Cf.

Pseudo-Augustine (Alcher of Clairvaux)
,
De Spir. et An

,

48 (PL 40,

814).
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tive power is in the liver, the concupiscible in the heart, and
the knowing power in the brain .

40 Which opinion is rejected

by Aristotle with reference to those parts of the soul which
use corporeal organs 41 His reason is that in those animals

which continue to live when they have been divided, m each

part are observed the operations of the soul, such as those

of sense and appetite. Now this would not be the case if the

various principles of the souFs operations were essentially di-

verse in their distribution through the various parts of the

body. But with regard to the intellectual part, Aristotle seems

to leave it in doubt whether it be only logically distinct from

the other parts of the soul, or also locally.

The opinion of Plato could be maintained if, as he held,

the soul were united to the body, not as its form, but as its

mover. For nothing incongruous is involved if the same mova-
ble thing be moved by several movers; and still less if it be
moved according to its various parts. If we suppose, however,

that the soul is united to the body as its form, it is quite

impossible for several essentially different souls to be in one
body. This can be made clear by three reasons.

In the first place, an animal in which there were several

souls would not be absolutely one. For nothing is absolutely

one except by one form, by which a thing has being; because

a thing has both being and unity from the same source, and
therefore things which are denominated by various forms are

not absolutely one; as, for instance, a white man . If, there-

fore, man were living by one form, the vegetative soul, and
animal by another form, the sensitive soul, and man by an-

other form, the intellectual soul, it would follow that man is

not absolutely one. Thus Aristotle argues in Metaph. viii.,

against Plato, that if the Idea of an animal is distinct from
the Idea of a biped, then a biped animal is not absolutely

one .

42 For this reason, against those who hold that there are

several souls in the body, he asks, what contains them ?

—

that is, what makes them one? 43 It cannot be said that they
are united by the unity of the body; because it is rather the
soul that contains the body and makes it one, than the re-

verse.

/
40 Cf Averroes, In De An,, I, comm. 90 (VI, 125V).—Cf. also Plato*

Tvmaeus (p. 69c).
41 De An, II, 2 (413b 13).

" Metaph,, VII,

6 (1045a 14). **De An., I, 5 (4nb 6),
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Secondly, this is proved to be impossible by the mode in

which one thing is predicated of another. Those things which
are derived from various forms are predicated of one an-

other either accidentally (if the forms are not ordered one to

another, as when we say that something white is sweet), or

essentially, in the second mode of essential predication (if

the forms are ordered one to another, as when the subject

enters into the definition of the predicate; and thus a surface

is presupposed for color, so that if we say that a body with

a surface is colored, we have the second mode of essential

predication). Therefore, if we have one form by which a

thing is an animal, and another form by which it is a man,
it follows either that one of these two things could not be
predicated of the other, except accidentally (supposing these

two forms not to be ordered to one another), or that one
would be predicated of the other according to the second

mode of essential predication, if one soul be presupposed to

the other. But both of these consequences are clearly false.

For animal is predicated of man essentially and not acciden-

tally, and man is not part of the definition of an animal, but
the other way about. Therefore it is of necessity by the same
form that a thing is animal and man. Otherwise man would
not really be the being which is an animal, so that animal

could be essentially predicated of man.
Thirdly, this is shown to be impossible by the fact that

when one operation of the soul is intense it impedes another;

which could never be the case unless the principle of such

actions were essentially one.

We must therefore conclude that the sensitive soul, the

intellectual soul and the nutritive soul are in mam numerically

one and the same soul. This can easily be explained, if we
consider the differences of species and forms. For we observe

that the species and forms of things differ from one another

as the perfect and the less perfect; just as in the order of

things, the animate are more perfect than the inanimate,

animals more perfect than plants, and man more perfect

than brute animals. Furthermore, in each of these genera

there are various degrees For this reason Aristotle compares
the species of things to numbers, which differ in species by
the addition or subtraction of unity .

44 He also compares the

** Metaph
,,
VII, 3 (1043b 34).
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various souls to the species of figures, one of which contains

another, as a pentagon contains and exceeds a tetragon.45

Thus the intellectual soul contains virtually whatever be-

longs to the sensitive soul of brute animals, and to the nutri-

tive soul of plants. Therefore, just as a surface which is of a
pentagonal shape is not tetragonal by one shape, and pen-

tagonal by another—since a tetragonal shape would be super-

fluous, as being contained in the pentagonal—so neither is

Socrates a man by one soul, and an animal by another
;
but

by one and the same soul he is both animal and man.
Reply Obj. 1 The sensitive soul is incoriuptible, not by

reason of its being sensitive, but by reason of its being in-

tellectual. When, therefore, a soul is sensitive only, it is cor-

ruptible, but when the intellectual is joined to the sensitive,

then the sensitive soul is incorruptible. For although the sen-

sitive does not give incorruptibility, yet it cannot deprive

the intellectual of its incorruptibility.

Reply Obj. 2. Not foims, but composites, are classified

either genetically or specifically Now man is corruptible like

other animals. And so the difference of corruptible and in-

corruptible which is on the part of the forms does not involve

a generic difference between man and the other animals.

Reply Obj. 3 The embryo has first of all a soul which is

merely sensitive, and when this is removed, it is supplanted

by a more perfect soul, which is both sensitive and intel-

lectual, as will be shown farther on 46

Rep>ly Obj. 4. We must not base the diversity of natural

things on the various logical notions or intentions which fol-

low from our manner of understanding; for reason can ap-

prehend one and the same thing in various ways. Therefore
since, as we have said, the intellectual soul contains virtually

what belongs to the sensitive soul, and something more, rea-

son can consider separately what belongs to the power of the

sensitive soul, as something imperfect and material. And be-

cause it observes that this is something common to man and
to other animals, it forms thence the notion of the genus.

On the other hand, that wherein the intellectual soul exceeds

the sensitive soul, the reason takes as formal and perfecting;

and thence it gathers the difference of man.

45 De An.} II, 3 (414b 28).
40
Q. 118, a 2, ad 2.
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Fourth Article

WHETHER IN MAN THERE IS ANOTHER FORM BESIDES

THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that in man there is another

form besides the intellectual soul. For the Philosopher says

that the soul is the act of a physical body which has life

potentiallyA'1 Therefore the soul is to the body as a form to

matter. But the body has a substantial form by which it is a

body. Therefore some other substantial form in the body
precedes the soul.

Obj . 2. Further, man moves himself as every animal does.

Now everything that moves itself is divided into two parts

,

of which one moves
, and the other is moved

,
as the Philoso-

pher proves.48 But the part which moves is the soul. There-

fore the other part must be such that it can be moved. But
primary matter cannot be moved since it is a being only

potentially,49 while everything that is moved is a body.

Therefore in man and in every animal there must be another

substantial form, by which the body is constituted.

Obj

.

3 Further, the order of forms depends on their re-

lation to primary matter; for before and after apply by com-
parison to some beginning. Therefore, if there were not in

man some other substantial form besides the rational soul,

and if the rational soul inhered immediately to primary mat-

ter, it would follow that it ranks among the most imperfect

forms which inhere to matter immediately.

Obj. 4. Further, the human body is a mixed body. Now
mixture does not result from matter alone; for then we
should have mere corruption. Therefore the forms of the

elements must remain in a mixed body; and these are sub-

stantial forms. Therefore in the human body there are other

substantial forms besides the intellectual soul.

On the contrary
, Of one thing there is but one substantial

being. But the substantial form gives substantial being.

Therefore of one thing there is but one substantial form. But

4,1 De An ., II, 1 (412a 28).
48

Aristotle, Phys., V3H, $ (257b 12)
** Op. tit., V, 1 (225a 25).



308 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 76 Art. 4

the soul is the substantial form of man. Therefore it is im-

possible that there be in man another substantial form be-

sides the intellectual soul.

I answer that
,
If we supposed that the intellectual soul

is not united to the body as its form, but only as its mover,

as the Platonists maintain, it would necessarily follow that in

man there is another substantial form by which the body is

established m its being as movable by the soul .
50

If, however,

the intellectual soul is united to the body as its substantial

form, as we have said above, it is impossible for another sub-

stantial form besides the intellectual soul to be found in

man.
In order to make this evident, we must consider that the

substantial form differs from the accidental form in this, that

the accidental form does not make a thing to be absolutely
,

but to be such
,
as heat does not make a thing to be abso-

lutely, but only to be hot. Therefore by the coming of the

accidental form a thing is not said to be made or generated

absolutely, but to be made such, or to be in some particular

disposition
;
and in like manner, when an accidental form is

removed, a thing is said to be corrupted, not absolutely, but
relatively. But the substantial form gives being absolutely,

and hence by its coming a thing is said to be generated abso-

lutely, and by its removal to be corrupted absolutely. For
this reason, the old natural philosophers, who held that pri-

mary matter was some actual being—for instance, fire or air,

or something of that sort—maintained that nothing is gen-

erated absolutely, or corrupted absolutely, but that every

becoming is nothing but an alteration

,

as we read Physics i .
51

Therefore, if besides the intellectual soul there pre-existed in

matter another substantial form by which the subject of the

soul were made an actual being, it would follow that the soul

does not give being absolutely, and consequently that it is

not the substantial form; and so at the advent of the soul

there would not be absolute generation, nor at its removal
absolute corruption. All of which is clearly false.

Whence we mUst conclude that there is no other substan-

tial form in man besides the intellectual soul; and that just

as the soul contains virtually the sensitive and nutritive souls,

so does it contain virtually all inferior forms, and does alone
60

Cf. Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol., II, I, no. 344 (II, 419)%
451 Ar-

istotle, Phys I, 4 (187a 30) r
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whatever the imperfect forms do in other things. The same is

to be said of the sensitive soul in brute animals, and of the
nutritive soul in plants, and universally of all more perfect
forms in relation to the imperfect.

Reply Obj. 1. Aristotle does not say that the soul is the
act of a body only, but the act of a physical organic body
•which has life potentially

;

and that this potentiality does not
exclude the soulp2 Whence it is clear that in the being of
which the soul is called the act, the soul itself is included, as
when we say that heat is the act of what is hot, and light of

what is lucid. And this means, not that the lucid is lucid in

separation from light, but that it is lucid through light. In
like manner, the soul is said to be the act of a body, etc., be-

cause it is by the soul that the body is a body, and is organic,

and has life potentially. When the first act is said to be in

potentiality, this is to be understood in relation to the sec-

ond act, which is operation. Now such a potentiality does not

remove—that is, does not exclude—the soul.

Reply Obj . 2. The soul does not move the body by its

essence, as the form of the body, but by the motive power,
whose act presupposes that the body is already actualized by
the soul: so that the soul by its motive power is the part

which moves; and the animate body is the part moved.
Reply Obj . 3. There are in matter various degrees of per-

fection, as to be, to live, to sense, to understand . Now what
is added is always more perfect. Therefore that form which
gives matter only the first degree of perfection is the most
imperfect, while that form which gives the first, second, and
third degree, and so on, is the most perfect: and yet it is

present to matter immediately.

Reply Obj . 4. Avicenna held that the substantial forms of

the elements remain entire in the mixed body, and that the

mixture is made by the contrary qualities of the elements be-

ing reduced to an equilibrium.53 But this is impossible. For

the various forms of the elements must necessarily be in vari*

ous parts of matter, and for the distinction of the parts we
must suppose dimensions, without which matter cannot be

divisible. Now matter subject to dimension is not to be found

except in a body. But several distinct bodies cannot be in

the same place. Whence it follows that the elements in the
m Re An II, 2 (412a 27; b 25)0

63
Cf. Averroes, In De Genert

l, comm. 90 (V, i&jx).
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mixed body would be distinct as to position. Hence, there

would not be a real mixture which affects the whole, but
only a mixture that seems so to the sense because of the

juxtaposition of very small particles.

Averroes54 maintained that the forms of elements, by rea-

son of their imperfection, are between accidental and sub-

stantial forms, and so can be more or less
;
and therefore in

the mixture they are modified and reduced to an equilibrium,

so that one form emerges among them. But this is even

more impossible* For the substantial being of each thing con-

sists in something indivisible, and every addition and sub-

traction varies the species, as in numbers, according to

Metaph. viii .
55 Consequently, it is impossible for any sub-

stantial form to receive more or less . Nor is it less impossible
for anything to be between substance and accident.

Therefore we must say, in accordance with the Philoso-

pher
,

56 that the forms of the elements remain in the mixed
body, not actually, but virtually. For the proper qualities of

the elements remain, though modified; and in these qualities

is the power of the elementary forms. This quality of the

mixture is the proper disposition for the substantial form of

the mixed body; for instance, the form of a stone, or of any
sort of soul.

In De Caelo, HI, comm. 67 (v?
io^r). Aristotle, Metaph VP

3 (1044a 9).
50 De Gener I, 10 (327b 22),



Question LXXVII

WHAT BELONGS TO THE POWERS
OF THE SOUL IN GENERAL

{In Eight Articles)

We proceed to consider those things which belong to the
powers of the soul, first, in general, and secondly, in particu-
lar.

1 Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry -

(i) Whether the essence of the soul is its power? (2)
Whether there is one power of the soul, or several? (3) How
the powers of the soul are distinguished from one another?

(4) Of the order of the powers, one to another. (5) Whether
the powers of the soul are in it as in their subject? (6)
Whether the powers flow from the essence of the soul? (7)
Whether one power rises from another? (8) Whether all the
powers of the soul remain in the soul after death?

First Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF THE SOUL IS ITS POWER?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that the essence of the soul is

its power. For Augustine says that mind, knowledge and love

are in the soul substantially
,
or, what is the same thing, essen

tially
,

2 and that memory
, understanding and will are one life,

one mind
,
one essence

?

Obj . 2. Further, the soul is nobler than primary matter*

But primary matter is its own potentiality. Much more there-

fore is the soul its own power.

Obj. 3. Further, the substantial form is simpler than the

accidental form; a sign of which is that the substantial form
is not intensified or relaxed, but is indivisible. But the acci-

dental form is its own power Much more therefore is that

substantial form which is the soul.

Obj. 4. Further, we sense by the sensitive power and we
understand by the intellectual power. But that by which wc

*Q 78.
2 De Trin, IX, 4 (PL 42, 963).

s Op. cit X, 11 (PL

42, 984).

311



J12 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 77 Art i

frst sense and understand is the soul, according to the Phi-

losopher.4 Therefore the soul is its power.

Obj. 5. Further, whatever does not belong to the essence

is an accident. Therefore, if the power of the soul is some-

thing else beside the essence thereof, it is an accident; which
is contrary to Augustine, who says that the foregoing [ i.e

the trinities mentioned in objection 1] are not in the soul as

in a subject
,
as color or shape

,
or any other quality, or quan-

tity, is in a body; for such a thing does not exceed the subject

in which it is, whereas the mind can love and know other

things?

Obj. 6. Further, a simple form cannot be a subject? But
the soul is a simple form, since it is not composed of matter
and form, as we have said above.7 Therefore the power of

the soul cannot be in it as in a subject.

Obj

.

7. Further, an accident is not the principle of a sub-

stantial difference. But sensitive and rational are substantial

differences
;
and they are taken from sense and reason, which

are powers of the soul. Therefore the powers of the soul are

not accidents; and so it would seem that the power of the

soul is its own essence.

On the contrary, Dionysius says that heavenly spirits are

divided into essence, power, and operation? Much more,
then, in the soul is the essence distinct from the virtue or

power.

1 answer that

,

It is impossible to admit that the power of

the soul is its essence, although some have maintained it.
9

For the present purpose this may be proved in two ways,
^irst, because, since potency and act divide being and every
Kind of being, we must refer a potency and its act to the same
genus. Therefore, if the act be not in the genus of substance,

the potency which is said in relation to that act cannot be
in the genus of substance. Now the operation of the soul is

not in the genus of substance, for this belongs to God alone,

whose operation is His own substance. Therefore the divine

potency or power which is the principle of His operation is

the divine essence itself. This cannot be true either of the

soul or of any creature, as we have said above when speaking

*De An., IX, 2 (414a 12).
e De Tnn., IX, 4 (PL 42, 963).

* Boethius, De Tnn., U (PL 64, 1250).
7
Q. 75, a 5.

6 De Cael.

Bier., XI, 2 (PG 3, 284).
9 William of Auvergne, De An, HE, 4

{H, Suppl., 89)^— 1Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., I, iii, 2 (I, 35)

«
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of the angels .

10 Secondly, this may be also shown to be im-
possible in the soul. For the soul by its very essence is an act,

Therefore, if the very essence of the soul were the immedi-
ate principle of operation, whatever has a soul would always
have actual vital actions, as that which has a soul is always
an actually living thing. For, as a form, the soul is not an act

ordained to a further act; it is rather the ultimate term of

generation. Therefore, for it to be in potentiality to another
act does not belong to it according to its essence as a form,,

but according to its power. So the soul itself, as the subject of

its power, is called the first act, with a further relation to the

second act .
11 Now we observe that what has a soul is not al-

ways actual with respect to its vital operations. Hence it is

also said in the definition of the soul that it is the act of a
body having life potentially; which potentiality, however,
does net exclude the soul .

12 Therefore it follows that the

essence of the soul is not its power. For nothing is in poten-

tiality by reason of an act, as act.

Reply Obj . 1. Augustine is speaking of the mind as it

knows and loves itself. Thus knowledge and love, as referred

to the soul as known and loved, are substantially or essen-

tially in the soul, for the very substance or essence of the

soul is known and loved. In the same way are we to under-

stand what he says in the other passage, that those things are

one life,
one mind

,
one essence. Or, as some say

,

13 this pas-

sage is true in the sense in which the potential whole is

predicated of its parts, being midway between the universal

whole and the integral whole. For the universal whole is in

each part according to its entire essence and power, as animal

in a man and in a horse
;
and therefore it is properly predi-

cated of each part. But the integral whole is not in each part,

either according to its whole essence, or according to its

whole power. Therefore in no way can it be predicated of

each part. Yet in a way it is predicated, though improperly,

of all the parts together; as if we were to say that the wall,

roof and foundations are a house. But the potential whole is

in each part according to its whole essence, not, however,

according to its whole power. Therefore it can in a way be

predicated of each part, but not so properly as the universal

10
Q. 54, a. 3. ^Aristotle, De An., H, 1 V4I2& 27). **Ibid

(412a 2s).
w St. Albert, In I Sent., d. iii, a. 34 (XXV, 140).
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whole. In this sense, Augustine says that the memory, under-

standing and will are the one essence of the soul.

Reply Obj. 2. The act to which primary matter is in po-

tentiality is the substantial form. Therefore the potentiality

of matter is nothing else but its essence.

Reply Obj. 3 Action belongs to the composite, as does be-

ing; for to act belongs to what exists Now the composite has

being substantially through the substantial form; and it

operates by the power which results from the substantial

form. Hence an active accidental form is to the substantial

form of the agent (for instance, heat compared to the form
of fire) as the power of the soul is to the soul

Reply Obj. 4 That the accidental form is a principle of

action is due to the substantial form. Therefore the sub-

stantial form is the first principle of action, but not the proxi-

mate principle. In this sense the Philosopher says that the

soul is that whereby we understand and sense .

Reply Obj. 5. If we take accident as meaning what is

divided against substance, then there can be no medium be-

tween substance and accident; for they are divided by affirm-

ation and negation, that is, according to being in a subject,

and not being in a subject. In this sense, since the power of

the soul is not its essence, it must be an accident. It belongs

to the second species of accident, that of quality. But if we
take accident as one of the five predicables, in this sense

there is a medium between substance and accident. For the

substance is all that belongs to the essence of a thing. But
whatever is beyond the essence of a thing cannot be called

accident in this sense; but only what is not caused by the

essential principle of the species. For property does not be-

long to the essence of a thing, but is caused by the essential

principles of the species; and hence it is a medium between
the essence and accident thus understood. In this sense the

powers of the soul may be said to be a medium between sub-

stance and accident, as being natural properties of the soul.

When Augustine says that knowledge and love are not in the

soul as accidents in a subject, this must be understood in

the sense given above, inasmuch as they are compared to the

soul, not as loving and knowing, but as loved and known. His
argument holds good in this sense; for if love were in the soul

loved as in a subject, it would follow that an accident tran-
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scends its subject, since even other things are loved through
the soul.

Reply Obj. 6. Although the soul is not composed of matter
and form, yet it has an admixture of potentiality, as we have
said above, 14 and for this reason it can be the subject of an
accident. The statement quoted is verified in God, Who is

Pure Act; and it is in treating of this subject that Boethius
employs the phrase

Reply Obj. 7. Rational and sensitive, as differences, are

not taken from the powers of sense and reason, but from the
sensitive and rational soul itself. But because substantial

forms, which in themselves are unknown to us, are known
by their accidents, nothing prevents us from sometimes sub-

stituting accidents for substantial differences.

Second Article

WHETHER THERE ARE SEVERAL POWERS OF THE SOUL?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not several

powers of the soul. For the intellectual soul approaches near-

est to the likeness of God. But in God there is one simple

power. So, too, therefore, in the intellectual soul.

Obj. 2. Further, the higher a power is, the more unified it

is. But the intellectual soul excels all other forms in power.

Therefore above all others it has one virtue or power.

Obj. 3. Further, to operate belongs to what is in act. But
by the one essence of the soul, man has actual being in the

different degrees of perfection, as we have seen above.15

Therefore by the one power of the soul he performs oper-

ations of various degrees.

On the contrary, The Philosopher places several powers in

the soul 16

1 answer that, Of necessity we must place several powers

in the soul. To make this evident, we observe that, as the

Philosopher says,17 the lowest order of things cannot acquire

perfect goodness, but they acquire a certain imperfect good-

ness, by few movements. Those which belong to a higher

order acquire perfect goodness by many movements. Those

W
Q. 7$> a. 5, ad 4.

16Q 76, a. 3 and 4.

31).
17 De Caelo

,

II, 12 (292a 22).

16 De An., II, 3
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yet higher acquire perfect goodness by few movements, and

the highest perfection is found in those things which acquire

perfect goodness without any movement whatever. Thus he

is least of all disposed to health, who can only acquire im-

perfect health by means of a few remedies. Better disposed

is he who can acquire perfect health by means of many rem-

edies, and better still, he who can by few remedies; but best

of all is he who has perfect health without any remedies. We
conclude, therefore, that things which are below man acquire

a certain limited goodness, and so have a few determinate

operations and powers. But man can acquire universal and
perfect goodness, because he can acquire beatitude. Yet he is

in the lowest degree, according to his nature, of whose to

whom beatitude is possible; and therefore the human soul re-

quires many and various operations and powers. But to an-

gels a smaller variety of powers is sufficient. In God, how-
ever, there is no power or action beyond His own Essence.

There is yet another reason why the human soul abounds
in a variety of powers-—it is on the confines of spiritual and
corporeal creatures, and therefore the powers of both meet
together in the soul.

Reply Obj. 1. The intellectual soul approaches to the di-

vine likeness, more than inferior creatures, in being able to

acquire perfect goodness, although by many and various

means; and in this it falls short of more perfect creatures.

Reply Obj . 2. A unified power is superior if it extends to

equal things. But a multiform power is superior to it, if it is

over many things.

Reply Obj, 3, One thing has one substantial being, but

may have several operations. So there is one essence in the

soul, but several powers.

Third Article

WHETHER THE POWERS ARE DISTINGUISHED BY THEIR
ACTS AND OBJECTS?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the powers of the soul are
not distinguished by acts and objects. For nothing is deter-

mined to its species by what is subsequent and extrinsic to it.

But the act is subsequent to the power, and the object is ex-
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irinsic to it. Therefore the soul’s powers are not specifically

distinct by acts and objects.

Obj. 2. Further, contraries are what differ most from each

other. Therefore if the powers are distinguished by their ob-

jects, it follows that the same power could not have contrary

objects. This is clearly false in almost all the powers, for the

power of vision extends to white and black, and the power of

taste to sweet and bitter.

Obj. 3. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect is re*

moved. Hence if the difference of powers came from the

difference of objects, the same object would not come under
different powers. This is clearly false, for the same thing is

known by the cognitive power, and desired by the appetitive.

Obj . 4. Further, that which of itself is the cause of any
thing, is the cause thereof, wherever it is. But various objects

which belong to various powers belong also to some one
power

;
as sound and color belong to sight and hearing, which

are different powers, yet come under the one power of com-
mon sense. Therefore the powers are not distinguished ac-

cording to the difference of their objects.

On the contrary, Things that are subsequent are distin

guished by what precedes. But the Philosopher says that act*

and operations precede the powers according to the reason

;

and these again are preceded by their opposites
,

18 that is
f

their objects. Therefore the powers are distinguished accord-

ing to their acts and objects.

I answer that
,
A power as such is directed to an act. There-

fore we must derive the nature of a power from the act to

which it is directed
,
and consequently the nature of a power

is diversified according as the nature of the act is diversified,,

Now the nature of an act is diversified according to the vari-

ous natures of the objects. For every act is either of an active

power or of a passive power. Now, the object is to the act of

a passive power as the principle and moving cause; for color

is the principle of vision, inasmuch as it moves the sight. On
the other hand, to the act of an active power the object is a

term and an end; just as the object of the power of growth

is perfect quantity, which is the end of growth. Now, from

these two things an act receives its species, namely, from

its principle, or from its end or term. For the act of heating

differs from the act of cooling in this, that the former pro*
M De An., XI, 4 (415a 18 ).
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ceeds from something hot, which is the active principle, to

heat, while the latter proceeds from something cold, which

is the active principle, to cold Therefore the powers are of

necessity distinguished by their acts and objects.

Nevertheless, we must observe that things which are acci-

dental do not change the species For since to be colored is

accidental to an animal, its species is not changed by a dif-

ference of color, but by a difference in that which belongs

to the nature of an animal, that is to say, by a difference in

the sensitive soul, which is sometimes found accompanied by
reason, and sometimes not. Hence rational and irrational are

differences dividing animal, constituting its various species.

In like manner, therefore, not any variety of objects diversi-

fies the powers of the soul, but a difference in that to which

the power of its very nature is directed. Thus the senses of

their very nature are directed to the passive quality which of

itself is divided into color, sound, and the like, and therefore

there is one sensitive power with regard to color, namely,

Bight, and another with regard to sound, namely, hearing.

But it is accidental to a passive quality, for instance, to some-

thing colored, to be a musician or a grammarian, great or

small, a man or a stone Therefore by reason of such dif-

ferences the powers of the soul are not distinguished.

Reply Obj. 1. Act, though subsequent in being to power,

is, nevertheless, prior to it in intention and logically; as the

end is with regard to the agent. And the object, although ex-

trinsic, is, nevertheless, the principle or end of the action;

and the conditions which are intrinsic to a thing are propor-

tionate to its principle and end.

Reply Ob). 2. If any power were to have one of two con-

traries as such for its object, the other contrary would belong
to another power. But the power of the soul does not regard
the nature of the contrary as such, but rather the common
aspect of both contraries; as sight does not regard white as

such, but as color. This is because, of two contraries, one, in

a manner, includes the nature of the other, since they are to
one another as perfect and imperfect.

Reply Obj

.

3. Nothing prevents things which coincide in

subject from being considered under different aspects, and
therefore they can belong to various powers of the soul.

Reply Obj. 4. The higher power of itself regards a more
universal formality in its object than the lower power; be-
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cause the higher a power is, to a greater number of things
does it extend. Therefore many things are combined in the
one formality of the object, which the higher power considers
of itself

,
while they differ in the formalities regarded by the

lower powers of themselves. Thus it is that various objects
belong to various lower powers; which objects, however, are
subject to one higher power.

Fifth Article

WHETHER ALL THE POWERS OF THE SOOL ARE IN
THE SOUL AS THEIR SUBJECT?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that all the powers of the soul

are in the soul as their subject. For as the powers of the body
are to the body, so the powers of the soul are to the soul. But
the body is the subject of the corporeal powers. Therefore the

soul is the subject of the powers of the soul.

Obj. 2. Further, the operations of the powers of the soul

are attributed to the body by reason of the soul; because, as

the Philosopher says, the soul is that by which we sense and
understand primarily ,

19 But the first principles of the oper-

ations of the soul are the powers. Therefore the powers are

primarily in the soul.

Obj . 3. Further, Augustine says that the soul senses cer-

tain things, not through the body, but in fact, without the

body, as fear and the like, and some things it senses through

the body.20 But if the sensitive powers were not in the soul

alone as their subject, the soul could not sense anything with-

out the body. Therefore the soul is the subject of the sensi-

tive powers; and for a similar reason, of all the other powers.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that sensation be-

longs neither to the soul
,
nor to the body, but to the com-

posite?1 Therefore the sensitive power is in the composite as

its subject. Therefore the soul alone is not the subject of all

the powers.

I answer that, The subject of operative power is that which

is able to operate; for every accident denominates its proper

subject. Now it is the same being which is able to operate,

* Aristotle, op. cit II, 2 (414a 12).
20 De Gened ad Litt., XIL

7; 24 (PL 34, 459; 474)*
31 De Somno, I (454a 7).
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and which does operate. Therefore the subject of power is of

necessity the subject of operation

,

as again the Philosopher

says in the beginning of De Somno et Vigilia .
22 Now, it is

clear from, what we have said above that some operations of

the soul are performed without a corporeal organ, as to un-

derstand and to will.
23 Hence the powers of these operations

are in the soul as their subject. But some operations of the

soul are performed by means of corporeal organs, as seeing

by the eye, and hearing by the ear. And so it is with all the

other operations of the nutritive and sensitive parts There-

fore, the powers which are the principles of these operations

have their subject in the composite, and not in the soul alone;

Reply Obj. 1. All the powers are said to belong to the soul,

not as their subject, but as their principle; because it is by
the soul that the composite has the power to perform such

operations.

Reply Obj. 2. All such powers are in the soul before they

are in the composite; not, however, as in their subject, but
as in their principle.

Reply Obj. 3. Plato’s opinion was that sensation is an oper-

ation proper to the soul, just as understanding is.
24 Now in

many things relating to philosophy, Augustme makes use of

the opinions of Plato, not asserting them as true, but report-

ing them. However, as far as the present question is con-
cerned, when it is said that the soul senses some things with
the body, and some without the body, this can be taken in

two ways. Firstly, the words with the body or without the

body may determine the act of sense in its mode of proceed-
ing from the one who senses. Thus the soul senses nothing
without the body, because the action of sensation cannot pro-
ceed from the soul except by a corporeal organ. Secondly,
they may be understood as determining the act of sense on
the part of the object sensed- Thus the soul senses some
things with the body, that is, things existing in the body, as
when it feels a wound or something of that sort; while it

senses some things without the body, that is, which do not
exist in the body, but only in the apprehension of the soul,

as when it feels sad or joyful on hearing something.

33
Ibid. (454a 8). “Q. 75, a. 2 and 3; q. 76, a. 1, ad 1.

84 Ci
above, q. 75, a. 3.



Question LXXVIII

THE POWERS OF THE SOUL IN PARTICULAR

{In Four Articles)

We next treat of the powers of the soul in particular. The
theologian, however, has only to inquire specifically concern-
ing the intellectual and appetitive powers, in which the

virtues reside. And since the knowledge of these powers de-

pends to a certain extent on the other powers, our consider-

ation of the powers of the soul in particular will be divided
into three parts: first, we shall consider those powers which
are a preamble to the intellect; secondly, the intellectual

powers, 1 thirdly, the appetitive powers.2

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry: (i)

The powers of the soul considered generally. (2) The species

of powers in the vegetative part of the soul. (3) The exterior

senses. (4) The interior senses.

First Article

WHETHER THERE ARE TO BE DISTINGUISHED FIVE GENERA
OF POWERS IN THE SOUE?

We proceed thus to the First Article .

—

Objection 1, It would seem that there are not to be dis-

tinguished five genera of powers in the soul—namely, vegeta-

tive, sensitive, appetitive, locomotive, and intellectual. For

the powers of the soul are called its parts. But only three

parts of the soul are commonly assigned—namely, the vege-

tative soul, the sensitive soul, and the rational soul. There-

fore there are only three genera of powers in the soul, and
not five.

Obj. 2 0 Further, the powers of the soul are the principles

of its vital operations. Now, in four ways is a thing said to

live,, For the Philosopher says: In several ways a thing is said

to live
,
and even if only one of these is present

,
the thing is

said to live; as intellect and sense
,
local movement and res£

t

and lastly
,
movement of decrease and increase due to nour

*

ishment? Therefore there are only four genera of powers of

the soul, as the appetitive is excluded.

*Q. 19 *

a
Q- So. An., II, 2 (413a 22),



$22 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q. 78. Art. i

Ob). 3. Further, a special kind of soul ought not to be as-

signed as regards what is common to all the powers. Now de-

sire is common to each power of the soul. For sight desires

its appropriate visible object; whence we read (Ecclus . xl.

22)

:

The eye desireth favor and beauty, but more than these

green sown fields In the same way, every other power desires

its appropriate object Therefore the appetitive power should

not be made a special genus of the powers of the soul

Ob j. 4 Further, the moving principle in animals is sense,

or intellect, or appetite, as the Philosopher says.4 Therefore

the motive power should not be added to the above as a spe-

cial genus of soul.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says: The powers are

the vegetative, the sensitive, the appetitive, the locomotive,

and the intellectual

.

5

I answer that, There are five genera among the powers of

the soul, as above numbered. Of these, three are called souls,

and four are called modes of living. The reason of this diver-

sity is that the various souls are distinguished according as

the operation of the soul transcends the operation of the

corporeal nature in various ways, for the whole corporeal

nature is subject to the soul, and is related to it as its matter

and instrument. There exists, therefore, an operation of the

soul which so far exceeds the corporeal nature that it is not

even performed by any corporeal organ; and such is the oper-

ation of the rational soul . Below this, there is another oper-

ation of the soul, which is indeed performed through a corpo-

real organ, but noi through a corporeal quality, and this is

the operation of the sensitive soul. For though hot and cold,

wet and dry, and other such corporeal qualities are required

for the work of the senses, yet they are not required in such
a way that the operation of the senses takes place by the

power of such qualities, but only for the proper disposition

of the organ. The lowest of the operations of the soul is that

which is performed by a corporeal organ and by the power of

a corporeal quality. Yet this transcends the operation of the
corporeal nature; because the movements of bodies are

caused by an extrinsic principle, while these operations are
from an intrinsic principle. For this is common to all the
operations of the soul, since every animate thing, in some
Way, moves itself. Such is the operation of the vegetative

1 0P• cit., HI, 10 (433a 9) *Op. cit

,

II, 3 (414a 31).
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soul
;
for digestion, and what follows, is caused instrument

tally by the action of heat, as the Philosopher says.G

Now the powers of the soul are distinguished generically

by their objects. For the higher a power is, the more uni-

versal is the object to which it extends, as we have said

above .

7 But the object of the soul’s operation may be consid-

ered in a triple order. For in the soul there is a power whose
object is only the body that is united to that soul, and the

powers of this genus are called vegetative
,
for the vegetative

power acts only on the body to which the soul is united.

There is another genus in the powers of the soul which re-

gards a more universal object—namely, every sensible body*
and not only the body to which the soul is united. And there

is yet another genus m the powers of the soul which regards

a still more universal object—namely, not only the sensible

body, but universally all being Therefore it is evident that

the latter two genera of the soul’s powers have an operation

in regard not merely to that which is united to them, but also

to something extrinsic Now, since whatever operates must
in some way be united to the object in relation to which it

operates, it follows of necessity that this something extrinsic,

which is the object of the soul’s operation, must be related to

the soui in a twofold manner. First, inasmuch as this some-
thing extrinsic has a natural aptitude to be united to the soul,

and to be by its likeness in the soul. In this way there are two
kinds of powers—namely, the sensitive

,
in regard to the less

common object, the sensible body; and the intellectual
,
m re-

gard to the most common object, universal being. Secondly,

inasmuch as the soul itself has an inclination and tendency to

the external thing. And in this way there are again two kinds

of powers in the soul: one—the appetitive—according to

which the soul is referred to something extrinsic as to an end,

which is first in the intention; the other—the locomotive

power—according to which the soul is referred to something

extrinsic as to the term of its operation and movement; for

every animal is moved for the purpose of realizmg its desires

and intentions.

The modes of living, on the other hand, are distinguished

according to the degrees of living things. There are some liv-

ing things in which there exists only vegetative power, as

Aristotle, op . nt.j II, 4 (416b 25).
7
Q. 77, a. 3, ad 4.
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plants. There are others in which along with the vegetative

there exists also the sensitive, but not the locomotive, power

;

and such are immovable animals, as shellfish. There are

others which, besides this, have locomotive powers, as do the

perfect animals, which require many things for their life, and

consequently need movement to seek necessaries of life from

a distance. And there are some living things which along with

these have intellectual power—namely, men But the appeti-

tive power does not constitute a degree of living things; be-

cause wherever there is sense there is also appetite

.

8

Thus the first two objections are hereby solved.

Reply Obj
. 3. Natural appetite is that inclination which

each thing has, of its own nature, for something, wherefore

by its natural appetite each power desires what is suitable to

itself. But animal appetite follows from the apprehended
form. This sort of appetite requires a special power in the

soul—apprehension alone does not suffice. For a thing is de-

sired according as it exists in its own nature, whereas in the

apprehensive power it exists, not according to its own nature,

but according to its likeness. Whence it is clear that sight

desires naturally a visible object for the purpose of its act

only—namely, for the purpose of seeing; but the animal by
its appetitive power desires the thing seen, not merely for the

purpose of seeing it, but also for other purposes. But if the

soul did not require the things perceived by the senses, except

for the sake of the actions of the senses (that is, for the pur-
pose of sensing them)

,
there would be no need for a special

genus of appetitive powers, since the natural appetite of the
powers would suffice.

Reply Ob7. 4 Although sense and appetite are principles

of movement in perfect animals, yet sense and appetite, as

such, are not sufficient to cause movement, unless another
power be added to them; for immovable animals have sense
and appetite, and yet they have not the power of motion.
Now this motive power is not only in the appetite and sense
as commanding the movement, but also in the parts of the
body, to make them obey the appetite of the soul which
moves them. Of this we have a sign in the fact that when the
members are deprived of their natural disposition, they do
not move in obedience to the appetite.

Aristotle, De An II, 3 (414b 1).
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Second Article

WHETHER THE PARTS OE THE VEGETATIVE SOUL ARE FIT-

TINGLY ENUMERATED AS THE NUTRITIVE, AUGMENT-
ATIVE, AND GENERATIVE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article *

—

Objection 1 It would seem that the parts of the vegetative
soul are not fittingly enumerated as the nutritive, augment-
ative, and generative. For these are called natural powers.
But the powers of the soul are above the natural powers.
Therefore we should not class the above powers as powers of

the soul.

Ob). 2 Further, we should not assign a particular power of

the soul to that which is common to living and non-living

things. But generation is common to all things that can be
generated and corrupted, whether living or not living. There-
fore the generative power should not be classed as a power of

the soul.

Obj. 3. Further, the soul is more powerful than the body.
But the body by the same active power gives species and due
quantity; much more, therefore, does the soul. Therefore the

augmentative power of the soul is not distinct from the

generative power.

Ohj. 4 Further, everything is preserved in being by that

whereby it has being. But the generative power is that

whereby a living thing acquires being. Therefore by the same
power the living thing is preserved. Now the nutritive power
is directed to the preservation of the living thing, being a

power which is capable of preserving whatever receives it?

Therefore we should not distinguish the nutritive power from

the generative.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that the operations

of this soul are generation, the use of food,
and growth}Q

I answer that, The vegetative part has three powers. For

the vegetative part, as we have said, has for its object the

body itself, living by the soul; and for this body a triple oper-

ation of the soul is required. One is whereby it acquires be-

ing, and to this is directed the generative power, Another is

whereby the living body acquires its due quantity, and to this

Aristotle, op , dt., II, 4 (416b 14)

.

10 Ibid. (4x5a 2$ f
h 23).
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is directed the augmentative power. Another is whereby the

body of a living thing is preserved in its being and in its due

quantity, and to this is directed the nutritive power.

We must, however, observe a difference among these pow-

ers The nutritive and the augmentative have their effect

where they exist, since the body itself united to the soul

grows and is preserved by the augmentative and nutritive

powers which exist in one and the same soul. But the gen-

erative power has its effect, not in one and the same body,

but in another; for a thing cannot generate itself. Therefore

the generative power in a way approaches to the dignity of

the sensitive soul, which has an operation extending to ex-

trinsic things, although in a more excellent and more uni-

versal manner
;
for that which is highest in an inferior nature

approaches to that which is lowest in the higher nature, as is

made clear by Dionysius.11 Therefore, of these three powers,

the generative has the greater finality, nobility and perfec-

tion, as the Philosopher says, for it belongs to a thing which
is already perfect to produce another like unto itself .

12

Furthermore, the generative power is served by the augment-
ative and nutritive powers; and the augmentative power by
the nutritive.

Reply Obj. 1. Such powers are called natural, both because
they produce an effect like that of nature, which also gives

being, quantity and preservation (although the above powers
accomplish these things in a more perfect way)

;
and because

these powers perform their actions instrumentally, through
the active and passive qualities, which are the principles of
natural actions

Reply Obj. 2. Generation in inanimate things is entirely

from an extrinsic source, whereas the generation of living

things is in a higher way, through something in the living

tHng itself, which is the semen containing the formative prin-

ciple of the body. Therefore, there must be in the living thing
n power that prepares this semen; and this is the generative
power.

Reply Obj. 3. Since the generation of living things is from
a semen, it is necessary that m the beginning an animal of
small size be generated. For this reason it must have a power

*De Div. Nom.} VH, 3 (PG 3, 872). ^ Aristotle, De An.. II, 4
(416b 24).
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in the soul, whereby it is brought to its appropriate size. But
the inanimate body is generated from determinate matter by
an extrinsic agent; and therefore it receives at once its nature
and its quantity, according to the condition of the matter.
Reply Obj 4 As we have said above, the operation of the

vegetative principle is performed by means of heat, the prop-
erty of which is to consume humidity Therefore, in order to

restore the humidity thus lost, the nutritive power is required,

whereby the food is changed into the substance of the body.
This is also necessary for the action of the augmentative and
generative powers.

Third Article

WHETHER THE FIVE EXTERIOR SENSES ARE PROPERLY
DISTINGUISHED?

We p'oceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem inaccurate to distinguish five

exterior senses For sense can know accidents. But there are

many kinds of accidents Therefore, since powers are distin-

guished by their objects, it seems that the senses are multi-

plied according to the number of the lands of accidents.

Obj. 2. Further, magnitude and shape, and other so-called

common sensibles
,
are not sensibles by accident

,

but are con-

tradistinguished from them by the Philosopher.13 Now the

diversity of the proper objects diversifies the powers. Since,

therefore, magnitude and shape are further from color than

sound is, it seems that there is much more need for another

sensitive power that can grasp magnitude or shape than for

that which grasps color or sound

Obj . 3 Further, one sense regards one contrariety; as sight

regards white and black. But the sense of touch grasps sev-

eral contrarieties, such as hot or cold, moist or dry, and the

like. Therefore, it is not a single sense but several. Therefore

there are moie than five senses.

Obj. 4. Further, a species is not divided against its genus.

But taste is a kind of touch. Therefore it should not be

classed as a distinct sense from touch.

On the contrary
, The Philosopher says: There is non

t

other besides the five senses

13
Aristotle, op. cit II, 6 (4x8a 8)

14 Op . cit

,

III, 1 (424b 22).
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I answer that

,

The reason of the distinction and number of

the senses has been assigned by some on the basis of the or-

gans, in which one or other of the elements preponderates, as

water, air, or the like .

15 By others it has been assigned to the

medium, which is either in conjunction or extrinsic, and is

either water or air, or the like. Others16 have ascribed it to

the diverse natures of the sensible qualities, according as such

quality belongs to a simple body or results from complexity.

But none of these explanations is apt. For the powers are

not for the organs, but the organs for the powers, and there-

fore tdere are not various powers for the reason that there are

various organs, but, on the contrary, for this has nature pro-

vided a variety of organs, that they might be suitable to the

diversity of powers. In the same way, nature provided vari-

ous mediums for the various senses, according to what suited

the acts of the powers. Now to be cognizant of the natures of

sensible qualities does not pertain to the senses, but to the

intellect. The reason of the number and distinction of the

exterior senses must therefore be ascribed to that which be-

longs to the senses properly and per se. Sense is a passive

power, and is naturally immuted by the exterior sensible.

Hence, the exterior cause of such immutation is what is per
se perceived by the sense, and according to the diversity of
that exterior cause are the sensitive powers diversified.

Now, immutation is of two kinds, one natural, the other

spiritual. Natural immutation takes place when the form of
that which causes the immutation is received, according to

its natural being, into the thing immuted, as heat is received

into the thing heated. But spiritual immutation takes place
when the form of what causes tlm immutation is received, ac-
cording to a spiritual mode of being, into the thing immuted,
as the form of color is received into the pupil which does not
thereby become colored. Now, for the operation of the senses,

a spiritual immutation is required, whereby an intention of
the sensible form is effected in the sensile organ. Otherwise,
if a natural immutation alone sufficed for the sense’s action,
all natural bodies would have sensation when they undergo
alteration.

3,5

Cf. St. Albert, Summa de Crcatur., H, q. 34, a. 4 (XXXV, 304)

;

Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol., II, I, no. 356 (II, 432).
18

Cf. St.

Bonaventure, Itin. Mentis In Deutn, II (V, 300).
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But in some senses we find spiritual immutation only, as in
sight, while in others we find not only a spiritual but also
a natural immutation, and this either on the part of the ob-
ject only, or likewise on the part of the organ. On the part
of the .object, we find local natural immutation in sound,
which is the object of hearing

;
for sound is caused by per-

cussion and commotion of the air. We find natural immuta-
tion by alteration in odor, which is the object of smelling

;

for in order to give off an odor, a body must be in a measure
affected by heat. On the part of the organ, natural immuta-
tion takes place in touch and taste

;
for the hand that touches

something hot becomes hot, while the tongue is moistened
by the humidity of flavors. But the organs of smelling and
hearing are not affected in their respective operations by any
natural immutation, except accidentally.

Now, the sight, which is without natural immutation either

in its organ or in its object, is the most spiritual, the most
perfect, and the most universal of all the senses After this

comes the hearing and then the smell, which require a natu-
ral immutation on the part of the object, while local motion
is more perfect than, and naturally prior to, the motion of

alteration, as the Philosopher proves 17 Touch and taste are

the most material of all (of their distinction we shall speak
later on). Hence it is that the three other senses are not ex-

ercised through a medium united to them, to obviate any
natural immutation in their organ; as happens as regards

these two senses.

Reply Ob), i. Not every accident has in itself a power of

immutation, but only qualities of the third species, according

to which there can be alteration. Therefore only such quali-

ties are the objects of the senses, because the senses are

affected by the same things whereby inanimate bodies are

affected, as is stated in Physics vii.
18

Reply Ob). 2. Size, shape, and the like, which are called

common sensibles

,

are midway between accidental sensibles

and proper sensibles, which are the objects of the senses. For

the proper sensibles first, and of their very nature, affect the

senses, since they are qualities that cause alteration. But the

common sensibles are all reducible to quantity. As to size

17
Aristotle, Phy$., VHI, 7 (260a 28). * Op. tit., VII. a (244*

12).
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and number, it is clear that they are species of quantity.

Shape is a quality about quantity, since the nature of shape

consists in fixing the bounds of magnitude. Movement and

rest are sensed according as the subject is affected in one or

more ways in the magnitude of the subject or of its local dis-

tance, as in the movement of growth or of locomotion, or

again, according as it is affected in some sensible qualities, as

in the movement of alteration; and thus to sense movement
and rest is, in a way, to sense one thing and many. Now
quantity is the proximate subject of the qualities that cause

alteration, as surface is of color. Therefore the common sensi-

bles do not move the senses first and of their own nature, but

by reason of sensible quality; as the surface by reason of

color. Yet they are not accidental sensibles, for they produce

a certain diversity in the immutation of the senses For sense

is immuted differently by a large and by a small surface;

since whiteness itself is said to be great or small, and there-

fore is divided according to its proper subject

Reply Ob). 3. As the Philosopher seems to say, the sense

of touch is generically one, but is divided into several specific

senses, and for this reason it extends to various contra-

rieties.
19 These senses, however, are not separate from one

another in their organ, but are spread together throughout
the whole body, so that their distinction is not evident. But
taste, which perceives the sweet and the bitter, accompanies
touch in the tongue, but not m the whole body, so it is easily

distinguished from touch. We might also say that all those

contrarieties agree, each in some proximate genus, and all in

a common genus, which is the common and formal object of

touch. Such a common genus is, however, unnamed, just as

the proximate genus of hot and cold is unnamed.
Reply Obj. 4. The sense of taste, according to a saying of

the Philosopher, is a kind of touch existing only in the
tongue.20 It is not distinct from touch in general, but only
from the species of touch distributed in the body But if

touches only one sense, because of the common formality of
its object, we must say that taste is distinguished from touch
by reason of a different kind of immutation For touch in-

volves a natural, and not only a spiritual, immutation in its

18 De An, H, 11 (422b 17)

* 7)

20
Op. cit

,

II, 9 (421a 18) , 11 (423a
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organ, by reason of the quality which is its proper object.
But the organ of taste is not necessarily immuted by a natu-
ral. immutation according to the quality which is its proper
object,, so that the tongue itself becomes sweet or bitter, but
according to the quality which is a preamble to, and on which
is based, the flavor; which quality is moisture, the object of
touch.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE INTERIOR SENSES ARE SUITABLY
DISTINGUISHED?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the interior senses are
not suitably distinguished. For the common is not divided
against the proper. Therefore the common sense should not
be numbered among the interior sensitive powers, in addition,

to the proper exterior senses.

Obj. 2. Further, there is no need to assign an interior

power of apprehension when the proper and exterior sense

suffices. But the proper and exterior senses suffice for us to

judge of sensible things; for each sense judges of its proper
object. In like manner, they seem to suffice for the perception

of their own actions; for since the action of the sense is, in

a way, between the power and its object, it seems that sight

must be much more able to perceive its own vision, as being

nearer to it, than the color; and in like manner with the

other senses. Therefore for this purpose there is no need to

assign an interior power, called the common sense.

Obj, 3. Further, according to the Philosopher, the imagina-

tion and the memory are passions of the first sensitive ,
21 But

passion is not divided against its subject. Therefore memory
and imagination should not be assigned as powers distinct

from sense.

Obj, 4. Further, the intellect depends on the senses less

than any power of the sensitive part. But the intellect knows
nothing but what it receives from the senses; whence we read

that those who lack one sense lack one kind of knowledge 22

Therefore much less should we assign to the sensitive part a

a De Mem . et Rem,, I (450a 10).

(81a 38),

Aristotle, Post, Anal,, I, iS
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power, which they call the estimative power, for the percep-

tion of representations which the sense does not perceive.

Obj. 5. Further, the.action of the cogitative power, which

consists in comparing, uniting and dividing, and the action

of the reminiscence

,

which consists in the use of a kind of

syllogism for the sake of inquiry, are not less distant from

the actions of the estimative and memorative powers, than

the action of the estimative is from the action of the imagina-

tion. Therefore either we must add the cogitative and remi-

niscitive powers to the estimative and memorative powers, or

the estimative and memorative powers should not be made
distinct from the imagination.

Obj. 6. Further, Augustine describes three kinds of vision,

namely, corporeal, which is an action of the sense; spiritual,

which is an action of the imagination or phantasy; and in-

tellectual, which is an action of the intellect.23 Therefore
there is no interior power between the sense and intellect,

besides the imagination.

On the contrary

,

Avicenna assigns five interior sensitive

powers, namely, common sense
,
phantasy

,
imagination

,
the

estimative and the memorative ,
24

I answer that, As nature does not fail in necessary things,

there must needs be as many actions of the sensitive soul as

may suffice for the life of a perfect animal. If any of these

actions cannot be reduced to one and the same principle, they
must be assigned to diverse powers; since a power of the
soul is nothing else than the proximate principle of the souPs
operation.

Now we must observe that for the life of a perfect animal,
the animal should apprehend a thing not only at the actual
time of sensation, but also when it is absent. Otherwise, since
animal motion and action follow apprehension, an animal
would not be moved to seek something absent; the contrary
of which we may observe especially in perfect animals, which
are moved by progression, for they are moved towards some-
thing apprehended and absent. Therefore, through the sensi-

tive soul an animal must not only receive the species of
sensible things, when it is actually affected by them, but it

must also retain and preserve them. Now to receive and re-

*Dr, Gened ad LtU., XII, 6; 7; 24 (PL 34, 458; 459; 474). ^De
dn a I, $ ($rb); IV, 1 (i7va).
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tain are, in corporeal things, reduced to diverse principles;

for moist things are apt to receive, but retain with difficulty,

while it is the reverse with dry things. Therefore, since the
sensitive power is the act of a corporeal organ, it follows that
the power which receives the species of sensible things must
be distinct from the power which preserves them.

Again, we must observe that if an animal were moved by
pleasing and disagreeable things only as affecting the sense,

there would be no need to suppose that an animal has a
power besides the apprehension of those forms which the

senses perceive, and in which the animal takes pleasure, or

from which it shrinks with horror. But the animal needs to

seek or to avoid certain things, not only because they are

pleasing or otherwise to the senses, but also because of other

advantages and uses, or disadvantages; just as the sheep runs
away when it sees a wolf, not because of its color or shape,

but as a natural enemy. So, too, a bird gathers together

straws, not because they are pleasant to the sense, but be-

cause they are useful for building its nest. Animals, therefore,

need to perceive such intentions, which the exterior sense

does not perceive. Now some distinct principle is necessary

for this, since the perception of sensible forms comes by an
immutation caused by the sensible, which is not the case

with the perception of the above intentions.

Thus, therefore, for the reception of sensible forms, the

proper sense and the common sense are appointed. Of their

distinction we shall speak later. But for the retention and
preservation of these forms, the phantasy or imagination is

appointed, being as it were a storehouse of forms received

through the senses. Furthermore, for the apprehension of in-

tentions which are not received through' the senses, the esti-

mative power is appointed: and for their preservation, the

memorative power

,

which is a storehouse of such intentions.

A sign of which we have in the fact that the principle of

memory in animals is found in some such intention, for in-

stance, that something is harmful or otherwise. And the very

character of something as past, which memory observes, is to

be reckoned among these intentions.

Now, we must observe that as to sensible forms there is no
difference between man and other animals

;
for they are simi-

larly immuted by external sensibles. But there is a difference

as to the above intentions: for other animals perceive these
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intentions only by some sort of natural instinct, while man
perceives them also by means of a certain comparison. There-

fore the power which in other animals is called the natural

estimative in man is called the cogitative

,

which by some sort

of comparison discovers these intentions .
25 Therefore it is

also called the particular reason, to which medical men assign

a particular organ, namely, the middle part of the head
,

26

for it compares individual intentions, just as the intellectual

eason compares universal intentions. As to the memorative

oower, man has not only memory, as other animals have, in

the sudden recollection of the past, but also reminiscence „

by seeking syllogistically, as it were, for a recollection of the

past by the application of individual intentions. Avicenna
,

27

however, assigns between the estimative and the imaginative

a fifth power, which combines and divides imaginary forms;

as when from the imaginary form of gold, and the imaginary

form of a mountain, we compose the one form of a golden

mountain, which we have never seen But this operation is

not to be found in animals other than man, in whom the

imaginative power suffices for this purpose,, Averroes also at-

tributes this action to the imagination, in his book De sensu
et sensibilibus „

28 So there is no need to assign more than
four interior powers of the sensitive part—namely, the com-
mon sense, the imagination, and the estimative and memora-
tive powers.

Reply Obj . x. The interior sense is called common not by
predication, as if it were a genus, but as the common root and
principle of the exterior senses.

Reply Obj. 2. The proper sense judges of the proper sensi-

ble by discerning it from other things which come under the

same sense; for instance, by discerning white from black or

green. But neither sight nor taste can discern white from
sweet, because what discerns between two things must know
both. Hence, the discerning judgment must be assigned to

the common sense. To it, as to a common term, all appre-
xensions of the senses must be referred, and by it, again, all

the intentions of the senses are perceived; as when someone
sees that he sees. For this cannot be done by the proper sense,

95 Cf Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol

,

II, I, no 357 (II, 434).—Cf.

also Averroes, Colkget, II, 20 (X, i7va). ^Avicenna, De An, I, 5
(srb) ; Averroes, CoUiget, II, 20 (X, i7va). * De An., IV, 1 (i7va).
De Sensu et Sensibili (VI, 193V),
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which knows only the form of the sensible by which it is
immuted. In this immutation the action of sight is completed,
and from it follows another immutation in the common sense
which perceives the act of seeing.

Reply Ob], 3, Just as one power arises from the soul by
means of another, as we have seen above,29 so likewise the
soul is the subject of one power through another In this way
the imagination and the memory are called passions of the
first sensitive.

Reply Ob) . 4. Although the operation of the intellect has
its origin in the senses, yet, in the thing apprehended through
the senses, the intellect knows many things which the senses
cannot perceive In like manner does the estimative power,
though in a less perfect way.

Reply Ob j. 5. The cogitative and mernorative powers in
man owe their excellence not to that which is proper to the
sensitive part, but to a certain affinity and proximity to the
universal reason, which, so to speak, overflows into them.
Therefore they are not distinct powers, but the same, yet
more perfect than in other animals.
Reply Ob). 6. Augustine calls that vision spiritual which

is effected by the images of bodies in the absence of bodies.
Whence it is clear that it is common to all interior apprehen-
sions.

20
Q. 77, a, 7,



Question LXXIX

THE INTELLECTUAL POWERS

(In Thirteen Articles)

The next question concerns the intellectual powers, under

which head there are thirteen points of inquiry: (i) Whether

the intellect is a power of the soul, or its essence? (2) If it

is a power, whether it is a passive power? (3) If it is a pas-

sive power, whether there must be an agent intellect? (4)

Whether it is something in the soul? (5) Whether the agent

intellect is one in all? (6) Whether memory is in the intel-

lect? (7) Whether the memory is distinct from the intellect?

(8) Whether the reason is a distinct power from the intel-

lect? (9) Whether the superior and inferior reason are dis-

tinct powers? (10) Whether intelligence is a power distinct

from the intellect? (n) Whether the speculative and prac-

tical intellect are distinct powers? (12) Whether synderesis

is some power of the intellectual part? (13) Whether the

conscience is a power of the intellectual part?

First Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECT IS A POWER OE THE SOUL?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect is not a power
of the soul, but the essence of the soul. For the intellect

seems to be the same as the mind. Now the mind is not a
power of the soul, but the essence; for Augustine says* Mind
and spirit are not names of relations

, but denominate the es-

sence .
1 Therefore the intellect is the essence of the soul.

Obj. 2. Further, different genera of the soul’s powers are not
.mited in some one power, but only in the essence of the soul.

Now the appetitive and the intellectual are different genera
of the soul’s powers, as the Philosopher says; 2 but they are

united in the mind, for Augustine places the intelligence and
will in the mind.3 Therefore the mind and intellect of man is

the very essence of the soul, and not a power.

1De Trin.
} IX, 2 (PL 42, 962). “Aristotle, De An., n, 3 (414a

$i).
BDe Trin

„

X, 11 (PL 42, 983).

536



Q 79 Art i THE INTELLECTUAL POWERS 337

Obj.'Z Further, according to Gregory, in a homily for the
Ascension, man understands with the angels .

4 But angels are
called minds and intellects. Therefore the mind and intellect

of man is not a power of the soul, but the soul itself

Ob], 4 Further, a substance is intellectual by the fact that

it is immaterial. But the soul is immaterial through its es-

sence. Therefore it seems that the soul must be intellectual

through its essence.

On the contrary, The Philosopher assigns the intellect as a
power of the soul.5

/ answer that

,

In accordance with what has been already
shown, it is necessary to say that the intellect is a power of

the soul, and not the very essence of the soul.6 For the es-

sence of that which operates is then alone the immediate
principle of operation, when operation itself is its being, for

as power is related to operation as to its act, so is essence

related to being. But in God alone is His act of understand-

ing the same as His very Being. Hence, in God alone is His
intellect His essence; while in other intellectual creatures, the

intellect is a power.

Reply Obj. x. Sense is sometimes taken for the power, and
sometimes for the sensitive soul; for the sensitive soul takes

its name from its chief power, which is sense. And in like

manner the intellectual soul is sometimes called intellect, as

from its chief power; and thus we read that the intellect is a
substance

J

And in this sense also Augustine says that the

mind is spirit or essence.8

Reply Obj

.

2. The appetitive and intellectual powers are

different genera of powers in the soul, by reason of the dif-

ferent natures of their objects. But the appetitive power
agrees partly with the intellectual power, and partly with the

sensitive, in its mode of operation either through a corporeal

organ or without it; for appetite follows apprehension. It is

in this way that Augustine puts the will in the mind; and

the Philosopher, in the reason.9

Reply Obj . 3, In the angels there is no other power besides

the intellect and the will, which follows the intellect. This

is the reason why an angel is called a mind or an intellect
,

*In Evang., II, hom. 29 (PL 76, 1214).
5 De An., II, 3 (414a 32).

6
Q. 54, a. 3 ; q. 77, a. 1,

7
Aristotle, De An, I, 4 (408b 18) .

8 De
Tnn., IX, 2 ,

XIV, 16 (PL 42, 962 ; 1053) .

9 De An. Ill, 9 (432b 5)

,
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because his whole power consists in this. But the soul has

many other powers, such as the sensitive and nutritive pow-

ers, and therefore the comparison fails.

Reply Obj. 4. The immateriality of a created intelligent

substance is not its intellect; but rather through its imma-

teriality it has the power of understanding. Therefore it fol-

lows, not that the intellect is the substance of the soul, but

that it is its virtue and power.

Second Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECT IS A PASSIVE POWER?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect is not a pas-

sive power. For everything is passive by its matter, and acts

Jby its form. But the intellectual power results from the im-

materiality of the intelligent substance Therefore it seems

that the intellect is not a passive power.

Obj. 2. Further, the intellectual power is incorruptible, as

we have said above.10 But if the intellect is passive
,

it is

corruptible.11 Therefore the intellectual power is not passive.

Obj
. 3. Further, the agent is nobler than the patient

,
as

Augustine12 and Aristotle13 say, But all the powers of the

vegetative part are active, and yet they are the lowest among
the powers of the soul. Much more, therefore, are all the in-

tellectual powers, which are the highest, active.

On the contrary
, The Philosopher says that to understand

is in a way to be passive

.

14

I answer that, To be passive may be taken in three ways.
Firstly, in its most strict sense, when from a thing is taken
something which belongs to it by virtue either of its nature,

or of its proper inclination, as when water loses coolness by
heating, and as when a man becomes ill or sad. Secondly,
less strictly, a thing is said to be passive when something,
whether suitable or unsuitable, is taken away from it. And
in this way not only he who is ill is said to be passive, but
also he who is healed; not only he that is sad, but also he
that is joyful; or whatever way he be altered or moved.

10
Q. 75, a. 6.

31
Aristotle, De An., HI, 3 (430a 24),

n De
Genesi ad Litt, XH, 16 (PL 34, 467).

13 De An,
} HI, 5 (430a 18).

*Op. cit., Ill, 4 (429b 24),
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Thirdly, in a wide sense a thing is said to be passive, from
the very fact that what is in potentiality to something re-

ceives that to which it was in potentiality, without being
deprived of anything. And accordingly, whatever passes from
potentiality to act may be said to be passive, even when it

is perfected. It is thus that to understand is to be passive.

This is clear from the following reason. For the intellect, as
we have seen above, has an operation extending to universal

being 15 We may therefore see whether an intellect is in act
or potentiality by observing first of all the nature of the rela-

tion of the intellect to universal being. For we find an intel-

lect whose relation to universal being is that of the act of all

being, and such is the divine intellect, which is the essence

of God, in which, originally and virtually, all being pre-exists

as in its first cause Therefore the divine intellect is not in

potentiality, but is pure act. But no created intellect can be
an act in relation to the whole universal being; for then it

would needs be an infinite being. Therefore no created intel-

lect, by reason of its very being, is the act of all things in-

telligible, but it is compared to these intelligible things as a
potentiality to act.

Now, potentiality has a double relation to act. There is a

potentiality which is always perfected by its act. Such is the

case with the matter of the heavenly bodies .
16 And there is

another potentiality which is not always in act, but proceeds

from potentiality to act; as we observe in things that are cor-

rupted and generated. Hence the angelic intellect is always

in act as regards those things which it can understand, by
reason of its proximity to the first intellect, which is pure act,

as we have said above. But the human intellect, which is the

lowest in the order of intellects and most remote from the

perfection of the divine intellect, is in potentiality with re'

gard to things intelligible, and is at first like a clean tablet

on which nothing is written, as the Philosopher says .

17 This

is made clear from the fact that at first we are only in poten-

tiality towards understanding, and afterwards we are made
to understand actually. And so it is evident that with us to

understand is in a way to be passive

,

taking passion in the

third sense. And consequently the intellect is a passive power.

Reply Obj. i. This objection is verified of passion in the

35
Q. 78, a. i. 58, a. 1.

17 De An,, III, 4 (430a 1).
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first and second senses, which belong to primary matter. But

in the third sense, passion is in anything which is reduced

from potentiality to act.

Reply Ob) . 2. Passive intellect is the name given by some

to the sensitive appetite, in which are the passions of the

soul; 18 which appetite is also called rational by participation,

because it obeys the reason ,
19 Others give the name of passive

intellect to the cogitative power, which is called the particu-

lar reason .
20 And in each case passive may be taken in the

two first senses, since this so-called intellect is the act of a

corporeal organ. But the intellect which is in potentiality to

things intelligible, and which for this reason Aristotle calls

the possible intellect 21
is not passive except in the third

sense; for it is not an act of a corporeal organ. Hence it is

incorruptible.

Reply Obj. 3. The agent is nobler than the patient, if the

action and the passion are referred to the same thing; but

not always, if they refer to different things. Now the intellect

is a passive power in regard to the whole universal being,

while the vegetative power is active in regard to some par-

ticular thing, namely, the body as united to the soul. There-
fore nothing prevents such a passive power being nobler than
such an active one.

Third Article

WHETHER THERE IS AN AGENT INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no agent intellect.

For as the senses are to things sensible, so is our intellect to

things intelligible. But because sense is in potentiality to

things sensible, there is not said to be an agent sense
, but

only a passive one. Therefore, since our intellect is in poten-
tiality to things intelligible, it seems that we cannot say that
there is an agent intellect, but only a passive one.22

Ob), 2. Further, if we say that also in the senses there is

M
Themistius, In De An IE, 5 (II, 186) .—Cf. Averroes, In De An.,

HI, 20 (VI, 170V).
M
Aristotle, Eth., I, 13 (1102b 25).

20
Cf.

Averroes, In De An, m, 20 (VI, i7ir) 21De An., Ill, 4 (429a 22).
"An argument of William of Auvergne, De An, VII, 4 (II, Suppl.,

*07).
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something active, such as light,23 on the contrary, light is

required for sight, inasmuch as it makes the medium to be
actually luminous, for color of its own nature moves the
luminous medium. But in the operation of the intellect there
is no appointed medium that has to be brought into act.

Therefore there is no necessity for an agent intellect.

Ob]. 3. Further, the likeness of the agent is received into

the patient according to the nature of the patient But the
possible intellect is an immaterial power. Therefore its im-
material nature suffices for forms to be received into it im-
materially Now a form is intelligible in act from the very
fact that it is immaterial. Therefore there is no need for an
agent intellect to make the species actually intelligible.

24

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says* As in every na-
ture, so in the soul, there is something by which it becomes
all things, and something by which it makes aU things

.

25

Therefore we must admit an agent intellect.

I answer that, According to the opinion of Plato, there is

no need for an agent intellect in order to make things actu-

ally intelligible, but perhaps in order to provide intellectual

light to the intellect, as will be explained farther on 26 For
Plato supposed that the forms of natural things subsisted

apart from matter, and consequently that they are intelligi-

ble; 27 for a thing is actually intelligible from the very fact

that it is immaterial. And he called such forms species or

ideas. From a participation in these, he said that even corpo-

real matter was formed, in order that individuals might be

naturally established in their proper genera and species,
28

and also that our intellect was formed by such participation

in order to have knowledge of the genera and species of

things.29 But since Aristotle did not allow that the forms of

natural things exist apart from matter, and since forms exist-

ing in matter are not actually intelligible,30 it follows that

the natures or forms of the sensible things which we under-

stand are not actually intelligible. Now nothing is reduced

from potentiality to act except by something in act: as the

senses are made actual by what is actually sensible. We must

23
Cf. ibid.

24 Cf op. cit., VII, 5 (n, Suppl
,
210) * De An,

III, s (430a 10).
20 A. 4; q 84, a 6 "Cf above, q 6, a 4.

88 Cf Aristotle, Metaph

,

I, 9 (991b 3) ,
Plato, Phaedo (p iood) —Cf

above, q 15, a 3
36

Cf. below, q. 84, a, 1; a. 4.
90

Cf. Metaph „

II, 4 (999b 18) ;
VII, 3 (i043b 19)*
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therefore assign on the part of the intellect some power to

make things actually intelligible, by the abstraction of the

species from material conditions. And such is the necessity

for positing an agent intellect.

Reply Ob;. 1. Sensible things are found in act outside the

soul, and hence there is no need for an agent sense. There-

fore it is clear that, in the nutritive part, all the powers are

active, whereas in the sensitive part all are passive; but in

the intellectual part, there is something active and something

passive.

Reply Obj. 2. There are two opinions as to the effect of

light. For some say that light is required for sight, in order

to make colors actually visible 31 And according to this, the

agent intellect is required for understanding in like manner
and for the same reason as light is required for seeing. But in

the opinion of others, light is required for sight, not for the

colors to become actually visible, but in order that the me-
dium may become actually luminous, as the Commentator
says on De Anima ii

32 And according to this, Aristotle’s

comparison of the agent intellect to light33 is verified in this,

that as it is required for understanding, so is light required

for seeing
;
but not for the same reason.

Reply Ob) . 3. If the agent pre-exist, it may well happen
that its likeness is received variously into various things,

because of their dispositions. But if the agent does not pre-

exist, the disposition of the recipient has nothing to do with
the matter. Now the intelligible in act is not something exist-

ing in nature, provided, of course, that we are thinking of

the nature of sensible things, which do not subsist without
matter. And therefore in order to understand them, the im-
material nature of the possible intellect would not suffice but
for the presence of the agent intellect, which makes things
actually intelligible by way of abstraction.

81 Avempace cf Averroes, In De An, II, comm 67 (VI, 1401:).
M Ibid.

33 De An, III, 5 (430a 15) —Cf Averroes, In De An. II,

comm 67 (VI, i4or) : III, comm. 18 (AT, 169V).
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Fourth Article

WHETHER THE AGENT INTELLECT IS SOMETHING
IN THE SOUL?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the agent intellect is not
something in the soul. For the effect of the agent intellect is

to give light for the purpose of understanding But this is

done by something higher than the soul, according to Jo. i. 9,
He was the true light that enlighteneth every man coming
into this world. Therefore the agent intellect is not something
in the soul.34

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says of the agent intellect,

that it does not sometimes understand and sometimes not
understand 35 But our soul does not always understand, but
sometimes it understands, and sometimes it does not under-
stand. Therefore the agent intellect is not something in our
soul 36

Obj. 3. Further, agent and patient suffice for action. If,

therefore, the possible intellect, which is a passive power, is

something belonging to the soul; and also the agent intellect,

which is an active power —it follows that man would always
be able to understand when he wished, which is clearly false,

Therefore the agent intellect is not something in our soul 37

Obj. 4 Further, the Philosopher says that the agent intel-

lect is a substance in actual being ,
38 But nothing can be in

potentiality and in act with regard to the same thing. If
t

therefore, the possible intellect, which is in potentiality to

all things intelligible, is something in the soul, it seems im-

possible for the agent intellect to be also something in our

soul.

Obj. 5. Further, if the agent intellect is something in the

soul, it must be a power. For it is neither a passion nor a

habit, since habits and passions do not have the nature of

agents in regard to what the soul receives, but passion is

rather the very action of the passive power, while habit is

something which results from acts. Now every power flows

34 Cf William of Auvergne, De An., VII, 6 (II, Suppl ,211).
85 De

An., Ill, 5 (430a 22).
80 Cf William of Auvergne, De An., VII, 3

(II, Suppl, 206).
37 Cf op cit VII, 4 (II3 Suppl, 208).

88 D(
An. IIL 5 (430a 18).
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from the essence of the soul. It would therefore follow that

the agent intellect flows from the essence of the soul. And
thus it would not be in the soul by way of participation from

some higher intellect; which is unfitting. Therefore the agent

intellect is not something in our soul.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that it is necessary

for these differences, namely, the possible and agent intellect,

to be in the soul?9

I answer that, The agent intellect, of which the Philoso-

pher speaks, is something in the soul. In order to make this

evident, we must observe that above the intellectual soul of

man we must needs suppose a superior intellect, from which

the soul acquires the power of understanding. For what is

such by participation, and what is movable, and what is im-

perfect, always requires the pre-existence of something es-

sentially such, immovable and perfect. Now the human soul

is called intellectual by reason of a participation in intel-

lectual power, a sign of which is that it is not wholly intel-

lectual but only in part. Moreover it reaches to the under-

standing of truth by reasoning, with a certain discursiveness

and movement. Even more, it has an imperfect understand-

ing, both because it does not understand everything, and
because, in those things which it does understand, it passes

from potentiality to act Therefore there must needs be some
higher intellect, by which the soul is helped to understand.

Therefore some held that this intellect, substantially sepa-

rate, is the agent intellect
,

40 which by lighting up the phan-
tasms, as it were, makes them to be actually intelligible. But,
even supposing the existence of such a separate agent intel-

lect, it would still be necessary to assign to the human soul

some power participating in that superior intellect, by which
power the human soul makes things to be actually intelligi-

ble. Such is also the case in other perfect natural things,

among which, besides the universal active causes, each one
is endowed with its proper powers derived from those uni-

versal causes: for the sun alone does not generate man, but
in man himself there is the power of begetting man; and in

like manner with other perfect animals. Now among these
88
Op. at., HI, 5 (430a 13). "Alexander of Aphrodisias, De In-

tellectu et Intettecto (p. 76) ;
Averroes, In De An., IH, comm. 18 (VIy

169V) ; comm 19 (VI, 170O ;
Avicenna, De An., V, 5 (251b)

; MetapK
IX, 3 (io4rb).
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sublunary things nothing is more perfect than the human
soul. Therefore we must say that in the soul is some power
derived from a higher intellect, whereby it is able to illumine
the phantasms.

And we know this by experience, since we perceive that we
abstract universal forms from their particular conditions;

which is to make them actually intelligible. Now no action

belongs to anything except through some principle formally

mherent therein, as we have said above of the possible intel-

lect 41 Therefore the power which is the principle of this ac-

tion must be something in the soul For this reason Aristotle

compared the agent intellect to light, which is something re-

ceived into the air,
42 while Plato compared the separate in-

tellect, whose light touches the soul, to the sun, as Themistius
says in his commentary on De Amnia iii

43

But the separate intellect, according to the teaching of our

Faith, is God Himself, Who is the souPs Creator, and only

beatitude, as will be shown later on.44 Therefore the human
soul derives its intellectual light from Him, according to Ps.

iv. 7 ,
The light of Thy countenance

, 0 Lord
,
is signed upon

us.

Reply Obj. 1. That true light illumines as a universal

cause, from which the human soul derives a particular power,

as we have explained.

Reply Obj. 2. The Philosopher says those words not of the

agent intellect, but of the intellect in act; of which he had

already said* Knowledge in act is the same as the thing 45

Or, if we refer those words to the agent intellect, then they

are said because it is not owing fo the agent intellect that

sometimes we do, and sometimes we do not understand, but

to the intellect which is in potentiality.

Reply Ob). 3. If the relation of the agent intellect to the

possible intellect were that of an active object to a powei

(as, for instance, of the visible in act to the sight), it would

follow that we could understand all things instantly, since

the agent intellect is not an object, rather is it that whereby

the objects are made to be in act; and for this, besides the

presence of the agent intellect, we require the presence of

phantasms, the good disposition of the sensitive powers, and
41 Q 76, a. 1.

43 De An, III, 5 (430a 15).
43 In De An., Ill $

(II, 191); cf Plato, Republic

,

VI (p. 508).
u Q 90, a. 3; I q-

3, a. 1 .
* De An

,

III, 5 (430a 19)
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practice in this sort of operation. For from one thing under-

stood, other things come to be understood, as from terms

propositions are made, and from first principles, conclusions.

From this point of view, it matters not whether the agent in-

tellect is something belonging to the soul, or something sepa-

rate from the soul.

Reply Obj. 4. The intellectual soul is indeed actually im-

material, but it is in potentiality to the determinate species

of things. On the contrary, phantasms are actual likenesses

of certain species, but they are immaterial in potentiality.

Therefore nothing prevents one and the same soul, inasmuch

as it is actually immaterial, from having a power by which

it makes things actually immaterial, by abstraction from the

conditions of individual matter (this power is called the

agent intellect ), and another power, receptive of such species,

which is called the possible intellect by reason of its being

in potentiality to such species.

Reply Ob], 5 Since the essence of the soul is immaterial,

created by the supreme intellect, nothing prevents the power
which it derives from the supreme intellect, and whereby it

abstracts from matter, from proceeding from the essence of

the soul, in the same way as its other powers.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE AGENT INTELLECT IS ONE IN ALL?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is one agent intellect

in all. For what is separate from the body is not multiplied

according to the number of bodies. But the agent intellect is

separate

,

as the Philosopher says.46 Therefore it is not multi-

plied in the multitude of human bodies, but is one for all

men.
Obj, 2. Further, the agent intellect is the cause of the uni-

versal, which is one in many. But that which is the cause of
Unity is still more itself one. Therefore the intellect is the
same in all.

Obj. 3. Further, all men agree in the first intellectual con-
cepts. But to these they assent by the agent intellect. There-
fore all are united in one agent intellect.

46
Ibid, (430a 17).
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On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that the agent in-

tellect is as a light 47 But light is not the same in the various
illuminated things. Therefore the same agent intellect is not
in various men

/ answer that

,

The truth about this question depends on
what we have already said. For if the agent intellect were
not something belonging to the soul, but were some separate
substance, there would be one agent intellect for all men.
And this is what they mean who hold that there is one agent
intellect for all. But if the agent intellect is something be-

longing to the soul, as one of its powers, we are bound to say
that there are as many agent intellects as there are souls,

which are multiplied according to the number of men, as we
have said above 48 For it is impossible that one and the same
power belong to various substances.

Reply Ob] 1. The Philosopher proves that the agent intel-

lect is separate by the fact that the possible intellect is sepa-

rate; because, as he says, the agent is more noble than the

patient ,

49 Now the possible intellect is said to be separate

because it is not the act of any corporeal organ. And in this

sense the agent intellect is also called separate
,
but not as a

separate substance.

Reply Obj. 2. The agent intellect is the cause of the uni-

versal, by abstracting it from matter. But for this purpose it

need not be one in all intelligent beings; but it must be one

in relation to all those things from which it abstracts the

universal, with respect to which things the universal is one.

And this befits the agent intellect inasmuch as it is immate-

rial.

Reply Ob). 3. All things which are of one species enjoy in

common the action which accompanies the nature of the

species, and consequently the power which is the principle of

such action; but not in such a way that the power be identi-

cal in all. Now to know the first intelligible principles is an

action belonging to the human species. Therefore all men en-

joy in common the power which is the principle of this ac-

tion, and this power is the agent intellect. But there is no

need for it to be identical in all, although it must be derived

by all from one principle. And thus the possession by all men
in common of first principles proves the unity of the separate

47 Ibid (430a is)
48 Q 76, a. 2. An., IEE, 5 (43°a 18),
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intellect, which Plato compares to the sun, but not the unity

of the agent intellect, which Aristotle compares to light.60

Eleventh Article

WHETHER THE SPECULATIVE AND PRACTICAL INTELLECTS

ARE DISTINCT POWERS?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article —
Objection i. It would seem that the speculative and prac-

tical intellects are distinct powers. For the apprehensive and

the motive are different kinds of powers, as is clear from De
Anima ii

51 But the speculative intellect is merely an appre-

hensive power; while the practical intellect is a motive power.

Therefore they are distinct powers.

Obj. 2. Further, the different nature of the object differ-

entiates the power. But the object of the speculative intellect

is truth
f
and of the practical, good

;
which differ in nature.

Therefore the speculative and practical intellects are distinct

powers.

Obj. 3. Further, in the intellectual part, the practical intel-

lect is compared to the speculative, as the estimative is com-
pared to the imaginative power in the sensitive part. But the

estimative differs from the imaginative as power from power,

as we have said above.52 Therefore so does the speculative in-

tellect differ from the practical.

On the contrary

,

The speculative intellect by extension be-

comes practical.53 But one power is not changed into another.

Therefore the speculative and practical intellects are not dis-

tinct powers.

I answer that
,
The speculative and practical intellects are

not distinct powers. The reason for this is, as we have said

above, that what is accidental to the nature of the object of

a power does not differentiate that power, 54 for it is acciden-

tal to a colored thing to be a man, or to be great or small.

Hence all such things are apprehended by the same power
of sight. Now, to a thing apprehended by the intellect, it is

accidental whether it be directed to operation or not, but it

is according to this that the speculative and practical intel-

lects differ. For it is the speculative intellect which directs

*°lbid (430a 15).
w
Aristotle, De An, H, 3 (414a 31).

52
Q.

*8, a- 4-
63

Aristotle, De Anv IH, 10 (433a 14).
64

Q. *7, a. 3.
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what it apprehends, not to operation, but to the sole consid-
eration of truth; while the practical intellect is that which
directs what it apprehends to operation And this is what the
Philosopher says, namely, that the speculative differs from
the practical in its end .

55 Whence each is named from its

end: the one speculative, the other practical

—

t.e., operative,
Reply Obj. i. The practical intellect is a motive power,

not as executing movement, but as directing towards it; and
this belongs to it according to its mode of apprehension.
Reply Obj. 2. Truth and good include one another; for

truth is something good, or otherwise it would not be de-

sirable, and good is something true, or otherwise it would not
be intelligible. Therefore, just as the object of the appetite

may be something true, as having the aspect of good (for ex-

ample, when some one desires to know the truth), so the ob-

ject of the practical intellect is the good directed to oper-

ation, under the aspect of truth. For the practical intellect

knows truth, just as the speculative, but it directs the known
truth to operation.

Reply Obj, 3. Many differences differentiate the sensitive

powers, which do not differentiate the intellectual powers, a5

we have said above.66

An,, HI, 10 (433a 14). A. 7, ad 2f, q. 77, a. 3, ad 4.



Question LXXX

THE APPETITIVE POWERS IN GENERAL

{In Two Articles

)

Next, we consider the appetitive powers, concerning which

there are four heads of consideration: first, the appetitive

powers in general, second, sensuality; 1 third, the will; 2

fourth, free choice. 3 Under the first there are two points of

inquiry, (i) Whether the appetite should be considered a

special power of the soul? (2) Whether the appetite is di-

vided into intellectual and sensitive as distinct powers?

First Article

WHETHER THE APPETITE IS A SPECIAL POWER OF THE SOUL?

We proceed thus to the First Article *

—

Objection 1 It would seem that the appetite is not a spe-

cial power of the soul. For no power of the soul is to be as-

signed foi those things which are common to animate and
to inanimate beings But appetite is common to animate and
inanimate beings, since all desire good

,

as the Philosopher

says.
4 Therefore the appetite is not a special power of the

soul.

Obj. 2. Further, powers are differentiated by their objects.

But what we desire is the same as what we know. Therefore
the appetitive power is not distinct from the apprehensive
power.

Obj. 3. Further, the common is not divided from the

proper. But each power of the soul desires some particular

desirable thing—namely, its own suitable object. Therefore,

with regard to the object which is the desirable in general,

we should not assign some particular power distinct fiom the
others, called the appetitive power.
On the contrary

,

The Philosopher distinguishes the ap-
petitive from the other powers 5 Damascene also distinguishes

the appetitive from the cognitive powers.6

1
Q. 81

2
Q. 82.

3Q 83
4
Aristotle, Eth., I, 1 (1094a 3).

*De An., II, 3 (414a 31); cf. op. cit,3 III, 10 (433a 9).
6 £e Fidt

Orth, II, 22 (PG 94, 941).
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.

t
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^
*s pessary to assign an appetitive power

to the soul. To make this evident, we must observe that some
inclination follows every form: for example, fire, by its form,
is mclined to rise, and to generate its like. Now, the form is
louna to have a more perfect existence in those things which
participate m knowledge than in those which lack knowledge
For m those which lack knowledge, the form is found to
determine each thing only to its own being—that is, to the
being which is natural to each. Now this natural form is fol-
lowed^ by a natural inclination, which is called the natural
appetite. But in those things which have knowledge, each
one is determined to its own natural being by its natural
form, but in such a manner that it is nevertheless receptive
of the species of other things. For example, sense receives the
species of all sensible things, and the intellect, of all intelligi-
ble things; so . that the soul of man is, in a way, all things
by sense and intellect. In this way, those beings that have
knowledge approach, in a way, to a likeness to God, in Whom
all things pre-exist, as Dionysius says.7

Therefore,, just as in those beings that have knowledge
forms exist in a higher manner and above the manner of
natural forms, so there must be in them an inclination sur-
passing the natural inclination, which is called the natural
appetite. And this superior inclination belongs to the appeti-
tive power of the soul, through which the animal is able tc
desire what .it apprehends, and not only that to which it is

mclined by its natural form And so it is necessary to assign
an appetitive power to the soul

Reply Obj, x. Appetite is found in things which have
knowledge, above the common manner in which it is found
in all things, as we have said above Therefore it is necessary
to assign to the soul a particular power.

Reply Obj, 2, What is apprehended and what is desired are
the same in reality, but differ in aspect

,
for a thing is appre-

hended as something sensible or intelligible, whereas it is

desired, as suitable or good. Now, it is diversity of aspect hi

the objects, and not material diversity, which demands a

diversity of powers.

Reply Ob], 3. Each power of the soul is a form or nature,

and has a natural inclination to something. Hence each poweJ

n
J)t Dw, Norn., V, 5 (PG 3, 820),
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desires, by natural appetite, that object which is suitable to

itself. Above this natural appetite is the animal appetite,

which follows the apprehension, and by which something is

desired, not as suitable to this or that power (such as sight

for seeing, or sound for hearing), but as suitable absolutely

to the animal.

Second Article

"WHETHER THE SENSITIVE AND INTELLECTUAL APPETITES

ARE DISTINCT POWERS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —
Objection i. It would seem that the sensitive and intellec-

tual appetites are not distinct powers. For powers are not

differentiated by accidental differences, as we have seen

above.8 But it is accidental to the appetible object whether

it be apprehended by the sense or by the intellect. Therefore

the sensitive and intellectual appetites are not distinct pow-
ers.

Obj. 2. Further, intellectual knowledge is of universals,

and is thereby distinguished from sensitive knowledge, which
is of individuals. But there is no place for this distinction in

the appetitive part. For since the appetite is a movement of

the soul to individual things, every act of the appetite seems
to be towards individual things. Therefore the intellectual

appetite is not distinguished from the sensitive.

Obj. 3. Further, just as under the apprehensive power the
appetitive is subordinate as a lower power, so also is the
motive power. But the motive power which in man follows

the intellect is not distinct from the motive power which in

animals follows sense. Therefore, for a like reason, neither

is there distinction in the appetitive part.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher distinguishes a double
appetite, and says that the higher appetite moves the lower.9

1 answer that

,

We must needs say that the intellectual

appetite is a distinct power from the sensitive appetite. For
the appetitive power is a passive power, which is naturally
moved by the thing apprehended. Therefore the apprehended
appetible is a mover which is not moved, while the appetite

8
Q* lit a. 3 *De An., IIL 9 (432b 5); 10 (433a 23) ; n (434a

m).
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is a moved mover
, as the Philosopher says in De Anima iii.

and in Metaph. xii.
10 Now things passive and movable are

differentiated according to the distinction of the correspond-
ing active and motive principles, for the motive must be pro-

portionate to the movable, and the active to the passive.

Indeed, the^passive power itself has its very nature from its

relation to its active principle. Therefore, since what is ap-
prehended by the intellect and what is apprehended by sense
are generically different, consequently, the intellectual appe-
tite is distinct from the sensitive.

Reply Obj. 1. It is not accidental to the thing desired to

be apprehended by the sense or the intellect. On the con-

trary, this belongs to it by its nature, for the appetible does
not move the appetite except as it is apprehended. Hence
differences in the thing apprehended are of themselves differ-

ences in the appetible. And so the appetitive powers are dis-

tinguished according to the distinction of the things appre-

hended as according to their proper objects.

Reply Obj. 2. The intellectual appetite, though it tends to

individual things which exist outside the soul, yet it tends to

them as standing under the universal; as when it desires

something because it is good. Therefore the Philosopher says

that hatred can be of a universal, as when we hate every hind

of thief ,
11 In the same way, by the intellectual appetite we

ma}^ desire the immaterial good, which is not apprehended

by sense, such as knowledge, virtue and the like.

Reply Obj, 3. As the Philosopher says, a universal opinion

does not move except by means of a particular opinion; 12 and

in like manner the higher appetite moves by means of the

lower. Therefore, there are not two distinct motive powers

following the intellect and the sense.

10 Op. at., III, 10 (433b 16); Metaph., XI, 7 (1072a 26).
n Rhe

tor,, II, 4 (1382a 5).
12

Aristotle, De An., III, 11 (434a 16).



Question LXXXI

THE POWER OF SENSUALITY

(In Three Articles)

Next we have to consider the power of sensuality, concern-

ing which there are three points of inquiry: (i) Whether

sensuality is only an appetitive power? (2) Whether it is

divided into irascible and concupiscible as distinct powers?

(3) Whether the irascible and concupiscible powers obey

reason?

First Article

WHETHER SENSUALITY IS ONLY APPETITIVE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that sensuality is not only ap-

petitive, but also cognitive. For Augustine says that the sen-

sual movement of the soul which is directed to the bodily

senses is common to us and beastsA But the bodily senses

belong to the apprehensive powers. Therefore sensuality is

a cogmtive power.

Obj. 2. Further, things which come under one division

seem to be of one genus. But Augustine divides sensuality

against the higher and lower reason, which belong to ‘knowl-

edge,2 Therefore sensuality also is apprehensive.

Obj. 3. Further, in man’s temptations sensuality stands in

the place of the serpent . But in the temptation of our first

parents, the serpent presented himself as one giving informa-

tion and proposing sin, which belong to the cognitive power.

Therefore sensuality is a. cognitive power.

On the contrary
,
Sensuality is defined as the appetite of

things *belonging to the body?
I answer that

,

The name sensuality seems to be taken from
the sensual movement, of which Augustine speaks,4 just as

the name of a power is taken from its act, for instance, sight

from seeing. Now the sensual movement is an appetite fol-

lowing sensible apprehension. For the act of the apprehensive

1 De Tnn , XII, 12 (PL 42, 1007)
3
Ibid, 8

Cf. Peter Lombard,
Sent

,

II, xxiv, 4 (I, 421). *De Trin.} XII, 12; 13 (PL 42, 1007;
1009).
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power is not so properly called a movement as the act of the
appetite, since the operation of the apprehensive power is

completed m the very fact that the thing apprehended is in

the one. that apprehends, while the operation of the appetitive
power is completed in the fact that he who desires is borne
towards the desirable thing. Hence it is that the operation
of the. apprehensive power is likened to rest; whereas the

operation of the appetitive power is rather likened to move-
ment. Therefore by sensual movement we understand the
operation of the appetitive power. Thus, sensuality is the
name of the sensitive appetite.

Reply Obj. 1. By saying that the sensual movement of

the soul is directed to the bodily senses, Augustine does not
give us to understand that the bodily senses are included in

sensuality, but. rather that the movement of sensuality is a
certain inclination to the bodily senses, since we desire things

which are apprehended through the bodily senses. And thus
the bodily senses pertain to sensuality as a sort of gateway.
Reply Obj. 2. Sensuality is divided against higher and

lower reason, as having in common with them the act of

movement; for the apprehensive power, to which belong the

higher and lower reason, is a motive power
;
as is appetite, to

which sensuality pertains.

Reply Obj. 3. The serpent not only showed and proposed

sin, but also incited to the commission of sin. And in this,

sensuality is signified by the serpent.

Second Article

WHETHER THE SENSITIVE APPETITE IS DIVIDED INTO THE
IRASCIBLE AND CONCUPISCIBLE AS DISTINCT POWERS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the sensitive appetite h
not divided into the irascible and concupiscible as distinct

powers. For the same power of the soul regards both sides of

a contrariety, as sight regards both black and white, accord-

ing to the Philosopher.5 But suitable and harmful are con-

traries Since, then, the concupiscible power regards what is

suitable, while the irascible is concerned with what is harm-

* Aristotle, De An, II, n (422b 23).
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ful, it seems that irascible and concupiscible are the same

power in the soul.

Obj. 2. Further, the sensitive appetite regards only what

is suitable according to the senses. But such is the object of

the concupiscible power. Therefore there is no sensitive ap-

petite differing from the concupiscible.

Obj. 3. Further, hatied is in the irascible part, for Jerome
says on Mutt. xiii. 33 * We ought to have the hatred of vice in

the irascible power.® But hatred is contrary to love, and is in

the concupiscible part. Therefore the concupiscible and iras-

cible are the same powers.

On the contrary
,
Gregory of l^Tyssa and Damascene assign

two parts to the sensitive appetite, the irascible and the con-

cupiscible.7

I answer that
,
The sensitive appetite is one generic power,

and is called sensuality; but it is divided into two powers,

which are species of the sensitive appetite—the irascible and
the concupiscible. In order to make this clear, we must ob-

serve that in natural corruptible things there is needed an
inclination not only to the acquisition of what is suitable and
to the avoiding of what is harmful, but also to resistance

against corruptive and contrary forces which are a hindrance

to the acquisition of what is suitable, and are productive of

harm. For example, fire has a natural inclination, not only to

rise from a lower place, which is unsuitable to it, towards a
higher place, which is suitable, but also to resist whatever
destroys or hinders its action. Therefore, since the sensitive

appetite is an inclination following sensitive apprehension
(just as natural appetite is an inclination following the nat-

ural form), there must needs be in the sensitive part two
appetitive powers:—one, through which the soul is inclined

absolutely to seek what is suitable, according to the senses,

and to fly from what is hurtful, and this is called the con-
cupiscible) and another, whereby an animal resists the at-

tacks that hinder what is suitable, and inflict harm, and this

is called the irascible . Whence we say that its object is some-
thing arduous, because its tendency is to overcome and rise

above obstacles.

Now these two inclinations are not to be reduced to one
fl In Matt., I, super XIII, 33 (PL 26, 94) .

7
Cf. Nemesius, De Nat.

Bom., XVI, XVII (PL 40, 672; 676) , Damascene, De Fide Orth,, II,

12 (PG 94, 928).
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principle. For sometimes the soul busies itself with unpleas-
ant things, against the inclination of the concupiscible appe-
tite, in order that, following the impulse of the irascible

appetite, it may fight against obstacles. And so even the pas-
sions of the irascible appetite counteract the passions of the
concupiscible appetite

;
since concupiscence, on being roused,

diminishes anger, and anger, being roused, very often dimin-
ishes concupiscence. This is clear also from the fact that the

irascible is, as it were, the champion and defender of the con-
cupiscible, when it rises up against what hinders the acquisi-

tion of the suitable things which the concupiscible desires, or

against what inflicts harm, from which the concupiscible flies.

And for this reason all the passions of the irascible appetite

rise from the passions of the concupiscible appetite and ter-

minate in them. For instance, anger rises from sadness, and,

having wrought vengeance, terminates in joy. For this reason
also the quarrels of animals are about things concupiscible

—

namely, food and sex, as the Philosopher says.8

Reply Ob) . 1. The concupiscible power regards both what
is suitable and what is unsuitable. But the object of the iras-

cible power is to resist the onslaught of the unsuitable.

Reply Ob;. 2. Just as in the apprehensive powers of the

sensitive part there is an estimative power, which perceives

those things which do not impress the senses, as we have said

above,9 so also in the sensitive appetite there is an appetitive

power which regards something as suitable, not because it

pleases the senses, but because it is useful to the animal for

self-defence. And this is the irascible power.

Reply Ob 3. Hatred belongs absolutely to the concupis-

cible appetite, but by reason of the strife which arises from

hatred it may belong to the irascible appetite.

Third Article

WHETHER THE IRASCIBLE AND CONCUPISCIBLE APPETITES

OBEY REASON?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the irascible and concupis-

cible appetites do not obey reason. For irascible and con-

cupiscible are parts of sensuality. But sensuality does not

* Aristotle, Rist. Antm VIII, 1 (589a 2). °Q. 78, a. 2.
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obey reason; which is why it is signified by the serpent, as

Augustine says.10 Therefore the irascible and concupiscible

appetites do not obey reason.

Ob]. 2. Further, what obeys a certain thing does not resist

it. But the irascible and concupiscible appetites resist reason,

according to the Apostle (Rom. vn. 23)

:

1 see another law in

my members fighting against the law of my mind. Therefore

the irascible and concupiscible appetites do not obey reason.

Obf. 3. Further, as the appetitive power is inferior to the

rational part of the soul, so also is the sensitive power. But

the sensitive part of the soul does not obey reason, for we
neither hear nor see just when we wish. Therefore, in like

manner, neither do the powers of the sensitive appetite, the

irascible and concupiscible, obey reason.

On the contrary

,

Damascene says that the part of the soul

which is obedient and amenable to reason is divided into con-

cupiscence and anger .
11

I answer that

,

In two ways do the irascible and concupis-

cible powers obey the higher part, in which are the intellect

or reason, and the will* first, as to the reason, and secondly,

as to the will. They obey the reason in their own acts, because

in other animals the sensitive appetite is naturally moved by
the estimated power; for instance, a sheep, esteeming the wolf

as an enemy, is afraid. In man the estimated power, as we have
said above, is replaced by the cogitative power, which is

called by some the particular reason
,
because it compares in-

dividual intentions.12 Hence, in man the sensitive appetite is

naturally moved by this particular reason. But this same par-

ticular reason is naturally guided and moved according to the
universal reason; and that is why in syllogisms particular

conclusions are drawn from universal propositions. Therefore
it is clear that the universal reason directs the sensitive appe-
tite, which is divided into concupiscible and irascible, and
that this appetite obeys it. But because to draw particular

conclusions from universal principles is not the work of the
intellect, as such, but of the reason, hence it is that the iras-

cible and concupiscible are said to obey the reason rather
than to obey the intellect. Anyone can experience this in him-
self; for by applying certain universal considerations, anger
or fear or the like may be lessened or increased.

™ De Trin

,

XII, 12; 13 (PL 42, 1007, 1009)
11 De Fide Orth .3

B, 12 (PG 94, 928),
M Q 78, a. 4
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#

To the will also is the sensitive appetite subject in execu-
tion, which is accomplished by the motive power. For in
other animals movement follows at once the concupiscible
and irascible appetites. For instance, the sheep, fearing the
wolf, flies at once, because it has no superior counteracting
appetite On the contrary, man is not moved at once accord-
ing to the irascible and concupiscible appetites

,
but he awaits

the command of the will, which is the superior appetite. For
wherever there is order among a number of motive powers,
the second moves only by virtue of the first

,
and so the lower

appetite is not sufficient to cause movement, unless the higher
appetite consents. And this is what the Philosopher says,

namely, that the higher appetite moves the lower appetite, as

the higher sphere moves the lower .
13 In this way, therefore,

the irascible and concupiscible are subject to reason.

Reply Ob). 1. Sensuality is signified by the serpent in what
is proper to it as a sensitive power. But the irascible and con-

cupiscible powers denominate the sensitive appetite rather

on the part of the act, to which they are led by the reason, as

we have said.

Reply Obj

.

2. As the Philosopher says: We observe in an
animal a despotic and a politic principle; for the soul domi-
nates the body by a despotic rule, but the intellect dominates

the appetite by a politic and royal rule .
14 For that rule is

called despotic whereby a man rules his slaves, who have not

the means to resist in any way the orders of the one that com-
mands them, since they have nothing of their own. But that

rule is called politic and royal by which a man rules over free

subjects, who, though subject to the government of the ruler,

have nevertheless something of their own, by reason of which

they can resist the orders of him who commands. And so, the

soul is said to rule the body by a despotic rule, because the

members of the body cannot in any way resist the sway of

the soul, but at the soul’s command both hand and foot, and

whatever member is naturally moved by voluntary move-

ment, are at once removed. But the intellect or reason is said

to govern the irascible and concupiscible by a politic rule be-

cause the sensitive appetite has somethmg of its own, by vir-

tue whereof it can resist the commands of reason. For the

sensitive appetite is naturally moved, not only by the esti-

13
jDe An

,

III, 11 (434a 12).
14
Polit I, 2 (1254b 2).
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mative power in other animals, and in man by the cogitative

power which the universal reason guides, but also by the

imagination and the sense. Whence it is that we experience

that the irascible and concupiscible powers do resist reason,

inasmuch as we sense or imagine something pleasant, which

reason forbids, or unpleasant, which reason commands. And
so from the fact that the irascible and concupiscible resist

reason in something, we must not conclude that they do not

obey it.

Reply Obj. 3. The exterior senses require for their acts ex-

terior sensible things by which to be immuted, whose pres-

ence does not lie in the power of the reason. But the interior

powers, both appetitive and apprehensive, do not require ex-

terior things. Therefore they are subject to the command of

reason, which can not only incite or modify the affections of

the appetitive power, but can also form the phantasms of the

imagination.



Question LXXXII

THE WILL

{In Five Articles)

We next consider the will. Under this head there are five

points of inquiry: (i) Whether the will desires something of

necessity? (2) Whether it desires everything of necessity?

(3) Whether it is a higher power than the intellect? (4)
Whether the will moves the intellect? (5) Whether the will is

divided into irascible and concupiscible?

First Article

WHETHER THE WILL DESIRES SOMETHING OE NECESSITY?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will desires nothing
of necessity. For Augustine says that if anything is necessary,

it is not voluntary.1 But whatever the will desires is volun-

tary. Therefore nothing that the will desires is desired of

necessity.

Ob /. 2. Further, the rational powers
,
according to the Phi-

losopher, extend to opposite things .
2 But the will is a rational

power, because, as he says, the will is in the reason

?

There-

fore the will extends to opposite things, and hence is deter-

mined to nothing of necessity.

Obj. 3. Further, by the will we are masters of our own ac-

tions. But we are not masters of that which is of necessity.

Therefore the act of the will cannot be necessitated.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says that all desire happiness

with one willA Now if this were not necessary, but contin-

gent, therewould at least be a few exceptions. Therefore the

will desires something of necessity.

I answer that
,
The word necessity is employed in many

ways. For that which must be is necessary. Now that a thing

must be may belong to it by an intrinsic principle:—either

material, as when we say that everything composed of con-

traries is of necessity corruptible;—or formal, as when we
1 De Civil. Dei

,
V, 10 (PL 41, 152). * Meiaph., VIII, 2 (1046b

5).
3
Aristotle, De An., Ill, 9 (432b 5). * De Trin.} XIII, 4 (PL

42, 1018).

361



362 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 82 Art i

say that it is necessary for the three angles of a triangle to be

equal to two right angles. And this is natural and absolute

necessity

.

In another way, that a thing must be belongs to it

by reason of something extrinsic, which is either the end or

the agent. The necessity is imposed on something by the end

when without it the end is not to be attained or so well at-

tained: for instance, food is said to be necessary for life, and

a horse is necessary for a journey. This is called the necessity

of the end, and sometimes also utility. The necessity is im-

posed by the agent when someone is forced by some agent,

so that he is not able to do the contrary. This is called the

necessity of coercion .

Now this necessity of coercion is altogether repugnant to

the will. For we call violent that which is against the inclina-

tion of a thing. But the very movement of the will is an in-

clination to something. Therefore, just as a thmg is called

natural because it is according to the inclination of nature, so

a thing is called voluntary because it is according to the in-

clination of the will. Therefore, just as it is impossible for a

thing to be at the same time violent and natural, so it is im-

possible for a thing to be absolutely coerced, or violent, and
voluntary.

But the necessity of the end is not repugnant to the will,

when the end cannot be attained except in one way; and thus

from the will to cross the sea arises in the will the necessity

to desire a ship.

In like manner, neither is natural necessity repugnant to

the will. Indeed, just as the intellect of necessity adheres to

first principles, so the will must of necessity adhere to the last

end, which is happiness; for the end is in practical matters

what the principle is in speculative matters, as is said in

Physics ii .

5 For what befits a thing naturally and*immovably
must be the root and principle of all else pertaining thereto,

since the nature of a thing is the first in everything, and every
movement arises from something immovable.
Reply Obj. r. The words of Augustine are to be understood

of the necessity of coercion. But natural necessity does not
take away the liberty of the will

,
as he himself says in the

same work .

6

Reply Obj , 2. The will, so far as it desires a thing nat-
E
Aristotle, Phys., II, 9 (200a 21).

a De Ctvit Dei
, V, xo (PL 41,
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urally, corresponds rather to the intellect of natural prin-
ciples than to the reason, which extends to contraries Hence,
in this respect, it is rather an intellectual than a rational

power.

Reply Ob) . 3, We are masters of our own actions by rea-

sons of our being able to choose this or that But choice re-

gards, not the end, but the means to the end
,
as the Philoso-

pher says.7 Consequently, the desire of the ultimate end is

not among those actions of which we are masters.

Second Article

WHETHER THE WILL DESIRES OF NECESSITY WHATEVER IT

DESIRES?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will desires of neces-

sity all that it desires. For Dionysius says that evil is outside

the scope of the will? Therefore the will tends of necessity to

the good which is proposed to it.

Obj. 2. Further, the object of the will is compared to the

will as the mover to the movable thing. But the movement
of the movable necessarily follows the mover. Therefore it

seems that the will’s object moves it of necessity.

Ob). 3. Further, just as the thing apprehended by sense is

the object of the sensitive appetite, so the thing apprehended

by the intellect is the object of the intellectual appetite,

which is called the will. But what is apprehended by the sense

moves the sensitive appetite of necessity, for Augustine says

that animals are moved by things seen .

9 Therefore it seems

that whatever is apprehended by the intellect moves the will

of necessity

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that it is the will by which

we sin and live well .
10 Thus, the will extends to opposites.

Therefore it does not desire of necessity all things whatsoever

it desires.

I answer that
,
The will does not desire of necessity whatso*

ever it desires. In order to make this evident we must observe

that, just as the intellect naturally and of necessity adheres

7
Aristotle, Eth., Ill, 2 (mb 27).

s De Div. Norn

,

IV, 32 (PG

3, 732) °De Genesi ad Litt

,

IX, 14 (PL 34, 402)
10 Retract >

I, 9 (PL 32, 396) ;
De Civil. Dei, V, 10 (PL 41, 152),



364 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 82. Art 2

to first principles, so the will adheres to the last end, as we
have said already. Now there are some intelligible things

which have no necessary connection with first principles: e g ,

contingent propositions, the denial of which does not involve

a denial of first principles. And to such the intellect does not

assent of necessity. But there are some propositions which

have a necessary connection with first principles, namely,

demonstrable conclusions, a denial of which involves a denial

of first principles. And to these the intellect assents of neces-

sity, when once it is aware (by demonstration) of the neces-

sary connection of these conclusions with the principles
;
but

it does not assent of necessity until through the demonstra-

tion it recognizes the necessity of such a connection.

It is the same with the will. For there are certain particular

goods which have not a necessary connection with happiness,

because without them a man can be happy; and to such the

will does not adhere of necessity. But there are some things

which have a necessary connection with happiness, namely,

those by means of which man adheres to God, in Whom alone

true happiness consists. Nevertheless, until through the cer-

titude produced by seeing God the necessity of such a con-

nection be shown, the will does not adhere to God of neces-

sity, nor to those things which are of God. But the will of the

man who sees God in His essence of necessity adheres to God,
just as now we desire of necessity to be happy. It is therefore

clear that the will does not desire of necessity whatever it

desires.

Reply Obj. 1. The will can tend to nothing except under
the aspect of good. But because good is of many kinds, for

this reason the will is not of necessity determined to one.

Reply Obj . 2. The mover of necessity causes movement in

the movable thing only when the power of the mover exceeds

the movable thing in such a way that its entire capacity is sub-

ject to the mover. But as the capacity of the will is for the

universal and perfect good, it is not subjected to any particu-

lar good. And therefore it is not of necessity moved by it.

Reply Obj . 3. The sensitive power does not compare differ-

ent things with each other, as reason does; but it apprehends
dimply some one thing. Therefore, according to that one
thing, it moves the sensitive appetite in a determinate way.
But the reason is a power that compares several things to-

gether. Therefore the intellectual appetite—that is, the will
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—may be moved by several things, but not of necessity by
one thing.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE WILL MOVES THE INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will does not move the

intellect. For what moves excels and precedes what is moved,
because what moves is an agent, and the agent is nobler than
the patient

,

as Augustine says,11 and the Philosopher.12 But
the intellect excels and precedes the will, as we have said

above. Therefore the will does not move the intellect.

Obj . 2. Further, what moves is not moved by what is

moved, except perhaps accidentally. But the intellect moves
the will, because the good apprehended by the intellect moves
without being moved; whereas the appetite is a moved
mover. Therefore the intellect is not moved by the will.

Obj . 3. Further, we can will nothing but what we under-

stand. If, therefore, in order to understand, the will moves by
willing to understand, that act of the will must be preceded

by another act of the intellect, and this act of the intellect

by another act of the will, and so on indefinitely, which is

impossible. Therefore the will does not move the intellect.

On the contrary, Damascene says: It is in our power to

learn an art or not, as we will .
13 But a thing is in our power

by the will, and we learn an art by the intellect. Therefore

the will moves the intellect.

I answer that, A thing is said to move in two ways: First,

as an end, as when we say that the end moves the agent. In

this way the intellect moves the will, because the understood

good is the object of the will, and moves it as an end. Sec-

ondly, a thing is said to move as an agent, as what alters

moves what is altered, and what impels moves what is im-

pelled. In this way the will moves the intellect, and all the

powers of the soul, as Anselm saysy The reason is, because

wherever we have order amoqg a number of active powers,

that power which is related to the universal end moves the

^De Gened ad Litt., XII, 16 (PL 34, 467).
M De An., Ill, 5

(430a 18).
13 De Fide Orth

„

II, 26 (PG 94, 960).
u Eadmer} De

SimiHt II (PL 159, 605).
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powers which refer to particular ends And we may observe

this both in nature and in political things. For the heavens,

which aims at the universal preservation of things subject

to generation and corruption, moves all inferior bodies, each

of which aims at the preservation of its own species or of the

individual. So, too, a king, who aims at the common good of

the whole kingdom, by his rule moves all the governors of

cities, each of whom rules over his own particular city. Now
the object of the will is the good and the end in general,

whereas each power is directed to some suitable good proper

to it, as sight is directed to the perception of color, and the

intellect to the knowledge of truth. Therefore the will as an

agent moves ail the powers of the soul to their respective

acts, except the natural powers of the vegetative part, which

are not subject to our choice.

jReply Obj. 1. The intellect may be considered in two
ways: as apprehensive of universal being and truth, and as a

reality and a particular power having a determinate act. In

like manner also the will may be considered in two ways:
according to the common nature of its object—that is to say,

as appetitive of universal good—and as a determinate power
of the soul having a determinate act. If, therefore, the intel-

lect and will be compared with one another according to the

universality of their respective objects, then, as we have said

above, the intellect is absolutely higher and nobler than the

will. If, however, we take the intellect in relation to the com-
mon nature of its object and the will as a determinate power,
then again the intellect is higher and nobler than the will, be-

cause under the notion of being and truth is contained both
the will itself, its act, and its object. Therefore the intellect un-
derstands the will, its act, and its object, just as it understands
•other species of things, as stone or wood, which are contained

in the common notion of being and truth. But if we consider

the will in relation to the common nature of its object, which
is good, and the intellect as a reality and a special power,
then the intellect itself, its act, and its object, which is the
true, each of which is some species of good, are contained un-
der the common notion of good. And in this way the will is

higher than the intellect, and can move it. From this we can
easily understand why these powers include one another in

their acts, because the intellect understands that the will

wills, and the will wills the intellect to understand. In the
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same way, the good is contained under the true, inasmuch as

it is an understood truth, and the true under the good, inas-

much as it is a desired good.
Reply Obj. 2. The intellect moves the will in one sense,

and the will moves the intellect in another, as we have said

above.

Reply Obj. 3. There is no need to go on indefinitely, but
we must stop at the intellect as preceding all the rest. For
every movement of the will must be preceded by apprehen-
sion, whereas every apprehension is not preceded by an act

of the will
;
but the principle of counselling and understand-

ing is an intellectual principle higher than our intellect

—

namely, God, as Aristotle also says, explaining in this way
that there is no need to proceed indefinitely.16

^ Eth. Eudem VII, 14 (1248a 26).



Question LXXXHI

FREE CHOICE

(In Four Articles)

We now inquire concerning free choice. Under this head

there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether man has free

choice? (2) What is free choice—a power, an act, or a habit?

(3) If it is a power, is it appetitive or cognitive? (4) If it is

appetitive, is it the same power as the will, or distinct?

First Article

WHETHER MAN HAS FREE CHOICE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man has not free choice.

For whoever has free choice does what he wills. But man does

not what he wills, for it is written (Rom. vii. 19) : For the

good which I will I do not
,
but the evil which I will not

, that

I do. Therefore man has not free choice.

Ob) . 2. Further, whoever has free choice has in his power
to will or not to will, to do or not to do. But this is not in

man’s power, for it is written (Rom. ix. 16) : It is not of him
that willeth—namely, to will

—

nor of him that runneth—
namely, to run. Therefore man has not free choice.

Obj. 3. Further, he is free who is his own master, as the

Philosopher says.1 Therefore what is moved by another is not
free. But God moves the will, for it is written (Prov. xxi. 1 )

:

The heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord; whitherso-

ever Re will Re shall turn it; and (Phil. ii. 13) : It is God
Who worketh m you both to will and to accomplish . There-
fore man has not free choice.

Ob). 4. Further, whoever has free choice is master of his

own actions. But man is not master of his own actions, for it

is written (Jer. x. 23) : The way of a man is not his
,
neither

is it in a man to walk. Therefore man has not free choice.

Ob). 5. Further, the Philosopher says: According as each
one is, such does the end seem to him? But it is not in our
power to be such as we are, for this comes to us from nature,

1
Aristotle, Metaph., I, 2 (982b 26). *Eth., Id, 5 (1114a 32),

368
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Therefore it is natural to us to follow some particular end,
and therefore we are not free in so doing.
On the contrary

y It is written
(Ecclus . xv. 14) : God made

man from the beginning
, and left him in the hand of his own

counsel ,* and the Gloss adds*. That is, in the liberty of
choice?

1 answer that
y Man has free choice, or otherwise counsels,

exhortations, commands, prohibitions, rewards and punish-
ments would be in vain. In order to make this evident, we
must observe that some things act without judgment, as a
stone moves downwards, and in like manner all things which
lack knowledge. And some act from judgment, but not a free
judgment; as brute animals. For the sheep, seeing the wolf,
judges it a thing to be shunned, from a natural and not a free

judgment; because it judges, not from deliberation, but from
natural instinct. And the same thing is to be said of any judg-
ment in brute animals. But man acts from judgment, because
by his apprehensive power he judges that something should
be avoided or sought. But because this judgment, in the case
of some particular act, is not from a natural instinct, but
from some act of comparison in the reason, therefore he acts

from free judgment and retains the power of being inclined

to various things. For reason in contingent matters may fol-

low opposite courses, as we see in dialectical syllogisms and
rhetorical arguments. Now particular operations are contin-

gent, and therefore in such matters the judgment of reason

may follow opposite courses, and is not determinate to one.

And in that man is rational, it is necessary that he have free

choice.

Refly Ob 1. As we have said above, the sensitive appe-

tite, though it obeys the reason, yet in a given case can resist

by desiring what the reason forbids.4 This is therefore the

good which man does not when he wishes—namely, not to

desire against reason
,
as Augustine says.6

Reply Obj. 2. Those words of the Apostle are not to be

taken as though man does not wish or does not run of his free

choice, but because free choice is not sufficient thereto unless

it be moved and helped by God.
. Reply Obj . 3. Free choice is the cause of its own move-

a Glossa interl. (Ill, 401V) ;
cf. Glossa ordin. (HI, 40XE).

4 Q 8i«

a. 3, ad 2. * Glossa interim super Rom., VII, 19 (VI, i7r),—Cf. St.

Augustine, Serm. ad Popul

,

serin. CLIV, 3 (PL 38, 834).
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ment, because by his free choice man moves himself to act.

But it does not of necessity belong to liberty that what is free

should be the first cause of itself, as neither for one thing to

be cause of another need it be the first cause. God, therefore,

is the first cause, Who moves causes both natural and vol-

untary And just as by moving natural causes He does not

prevent their actions from being natural, so by moving volun-

tary causes He does not deprive their actions of being volun-

tary, but rather is He the cause of this very thing in them,

for He operates in each thing according to its own nature.

Reply Obj. 4. Man’s way is said not to be his in the execu-

tion of his choice, wherein he may be impeded, whether he
will or not. The choice itself, however, is in us, but presup-

poses the help of God.

Reply Ob 5. Quality in man is of two kinds’ natural and
adventitious. Now the natural quality may be in the intellec-

tual part, or in the body and its powers. From the very fact,

therefore, that man is such by virtue of a natural quality

which is in the intellectual part, he naturally desires hiS last

end, which is happiness. This desire is, indeed, a natural de-

sire, and is not subject to free choice, as is clear from what
we have said above.6 But on the part of the body and its

powers, man may be such by virtue of a natural quality, in-

asmuch as he is of such a temperament or disposition due
to any impression whatever produced by corporeal causes,

frhich cannot affect the intellectual part, since it is not the

act of a corporeal organ. And such as a man is by virtue of a
corporeal quality, such also does his end seem to him, because
from such a disposition a man is inclined to choose or reject

something. But these inclinations are subject to the judg-

ment of reason, which the lower appetite obeys, as we have
said.7 Therefore this is in no way prejudicial to free choice.

The adventitious qualities are habits and passions, by vir-

tue of which a man is inclined to one thing rather than to

another. And yet even these inclinations are subject to the
judgment of reason. Such qualities, too, are subject to reason,

as it is in our power either to acquire them, whether by caus-
ing them or disposing ourselves to them, or to reject them.
And so theire is nothing in this that is repugnant to free

choice

6
Q. 82, a. 1 and 2.

7
Q. Si, a. 3.
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Second Article

WHETHER FREE CHOICE IS A POWER?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —
Objection 1 . It would seem that free choice is not a power,

For free choice is nothing but a free judgment. But judgment
denominates an act, not a power. Therefore free choice is not
a power.

Obj. 2. Further, free choice is defined as the faculty of the
will and reason? But faculty denominates the facility of
power, which is due to a habit. Therefore free choice is a
habit. Moreover Bernard says that free choice is the soul’s

habit of disposing of itself? Therefore it is not a power.
Obj . 3. Further, no natural power is forfeited through sin,

But free choice is forfeited through sin, for Augustine says
that man, by abusing free choice

, loses both it and himself

.

10

Therefore free choice is not a power.
On the contrary, Nothing but a power, seemingly, is the

subject of a habit. But free choice is the subject of grace, by
the help of which it chooses what is good. Therefore free

choice is a power.

/ answer that, Although free choice
,
in its strict sense, de-

notes an act, in the common manner of speaking we call free

choice that which is the principle of the act by which man
judges freely. Now in us the prmciple of an act is both powei
and habit; for we say that we know something both by
science and by the intellectual power. Therefore free choice

must be either a power,11 or a habit,12 or a power with a

habit.13 That it is neither a habit nor a power together with a

habit can be clearly proved in two ways. First of all, because,

if it is a habit, it must be a natural habit; for it is natural

to man to have free choice. But there is no natural habit in

us with respect to those things which come under free choice,

for we are naturally inclined to those things of which we have

natural habits, for instance, to assent to first principles. Now
those things to which we are naturally inclined are not sub-

8 Peter Lombard, Sent., II, xxiv, 3 (I, 421).
0
St. Bernard, De

Gratia et Libero Arbitrio

,

I (PL 182, 1002).
M Enchir

,
XXX (PL

40, 246)
n St Albert, Summa de Creatur II, q 70, a. 2 (XXXV,

5 75).
12 SL Bonaventure, In II Cent., d. xxv, pt 1, a 1, q 4 (II,

601).
13 Alex, of Hales, Summa Theol., II, I, no. 390 (II, 486).
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ject to free choice, as we have said in the case of the desire of

happiness.14 Therefore it is against the very notion of free

choice that it should be a natural habit; and that it should

be a non-natural habit is against its nature. Therefore m no

sense is it a habit.

Secondly, this is clear because habits are defined as that by
reason of which we are well or til disposed with regard to ac-

tions and passions .

15 For by temperance we are well-disposed

as regards concupiscences, and by intemperance ill-disposed

;

and by science we are well-disposed to the act of the intellect

when we know the truth, and by the contrary habit ill-dis-

posed. But free choice is indifferent to choosing well or ill,

and therefore it is impossible that it be a habit. Therefore it

is a power.

Reply Ob3. 1. It is not unusual for a power to be named
from its act. And so from this act, which is a free judgment,

is named the power which is the principle of this act. Other-

wise, if free choice denominated an act, it would not always
remain in man.
Reply Ob3. 2. Faculty sometimes denominates a power

ready for operation, and in this sense faculty is used in the

definition of free choice. But Bernard takes habit, not as di-

vided against power, but as signifying any aptitude by which
a man is somehow disposed to an act 16 This may be both by
a power and by a habit, for by a power man is, as it were, em-
powered to do the action, and by the habit he is apt to act

well or ill.

Reply Ob). 3. Man is said to have lost free choice by fall-

ing into sin, not as to natural liberty, which is freedom from
coercion, but as regards freedom from fault and unhappi-
ness. Of this we shall treat later in the treatise on Morals in

the second part of this work.17

Third Article

WHETHER FREE CHOICE IS AN APPETITIVE POWER?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

.

Objection 1. It would seem that free choice is not an appe-
titive, but a cognitive power. For Damascene says that free

u
Q. 82, a. 1 and 2 “Aristotle, Eth., II, 3 (1105b 25) ™De

Grat. et Lib . Arb
,
I (PL 182, 1002), * S.T , I-II, q. 85 ; q. 109.
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choice straightway accompanies the rational power ,

18 But
reason is a cognitive power. Therefore free choice is a cogni-
live power.

Obj . 2. Further, free choice is so called as though it were a
free judgment. But to judge is an act of a cognitive power*
Therefore free choice is a cognitive power.

Obj, 3. Further, the principal function of free choice is

election. But election seems to belong to knowledge, because
it implies a certain comparison of one thing to another;
which belongs to the cognitive power. Therefore free choice is

a cognitive power.

On the contrary
,
The Philosopher says that election is the

desire of those things which are in our power.

19 But desire is

an act of the appetitive power. Therefore election is also. But
free choice is that by which we elect. Therefore free choice

is an appetitive power.

I answer that

,

The proper act of free choice is election, for

we say that we have a free choice because we can take one
thing while refusing another, and this is to elect. Therefore
we must consider the nature of free choice by considering the
nature of election. Now two things concur in election: one on
the part of the cognitive power, the other on the part of the

appetitive power. On the part of the cognitive power, counsel

is required, by which we judge one thing to be preferred to

another; on the part of the appetitive power, it is required

that the appetite should accept the judgment of counsel.

Therefore Aristotle leaves it in doubt whether election be-

longs principally to the appetitive or the cognitive power:

since he says that election is either an appetitive intellect ot

an intellectual appetite .

20 But he inclines to its being an in-

tellectual appetite when he describes election as a desire pro-

ceeding from counsel .

21 And the reason of this is because the

proper object of election is the means to the end. Now the

means, as such, has the nature of that good which is called

useful
;
and since the good, as such, is the object of the appe-

tite, it follows that election is principally an act of an appe-

titive power. And thus free choice is an appetitive power.

Reply Obj. 1. The appetitive powers accompany the appre-

hensive, and in this sense Damascene says that free choice

straightway accompanies the rational power.
18 De Fide Orth , II, 27 (PG 94, 949). ™ Eth., HI, 3 (1113a 11)

30
Op. cii

,

VI, 2 (1139b 4).
21 Op cit., Ill, 3 (1113a n).
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Reply Obj. 2. Judgment, as it were, concludes and ter-

minates counsel. Now counsel is terminated, first, by the

judgment of reason, secondly, by the acceptation of the

appetite Hence the Philosopher says that, having formed a

judgment by counsel
,
we desire in accordance with that coun-

sel
22 And in this sense election itself is a judgment from

which free choice takes its name.

Reply Ob]. 3. This comparison which is implied in the term

election belongs to the preceding counsel, which is an act of

reason. For though the appetite does not make comparisons,

yet inasmuch as it is moved by the apprehensive power which

does compare, it has some likeness of comparison, by choos-

ing one in preference to another.

Fourth Article

WHETHER FREE CHOICE IS A POWER DISTINCT FROM
THE WILL?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that free choice is a power dis-

tinct from the will.
23 For Damascene says that OeX-qaiq is one

thing and PouXy](tc<; another.24 But OeX'qcnq is will, while

seems to be free choice, because $ou\r\<nq, according

to him, is the will as concerning an object by way of compari-

son between two things. Therefore it seems that free choice

is a power distinct from the will.

Obj . 2. Further, powers are known by their acts. But elec-

tion, which is the act of free choice, is distinct from the will,

because the will regards the end
,
whereas choice regards the

means to the end 25 Therefore free choice is a power distinct

from the will.

Obj. 3. Further, the will is the intellectual appetite. But on
the part of the intellect there are two powers—agent and pos-
sible. Therefore, also on the part of the intellectual appetite

there must be another power besides the will. And this, seem-
ingly, can be only free choice. Therefore free choice is a
bower distinct from the will.

23
Ibid.

23
Cf. St. Albert, Sutnma de Creatur

,

II, q 70, a. 2

(XXXV, 577).
u De Fide Orth

,

XXII (PG 94, 944). * Aris-

totle, Eth Ill, 2 (nub 26)
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On tne contrary
, Damascene says free choice is nothins

else than the will.26

I answer that
,
The appetitive powers must be proportion-

ate to the apprehensive powers, as we have said above.27

Now, as on the part of intellectual apprehension we have in-

tellect and reason, so on the part of the intellectual appetite
we have will and free choice, which is nothing else but the
power of election. And this is clear from their relations to
their respective objects and acts For the act of understand-
ing implies the simple acceptation of something, and hence
we say that we understand first principles, which are known
of themselves without any comparison. But to reason

,
prop-

erly speaking, is to come from one thing to the knowledge of

another, and so, properly speaking, we reason about conclu-

sions, which are known from the principles. In like manner,
on the part of the appetite, to will implies the simple appetite

for something, and so the will is said to regard the end, which
is desired for itself. But to elect is to desire something for the

sake of obtaining something else, and so, properly speaking,

it regards the means to the end. Now in appetitive matters,

the end is related to the means, which is desired for the end,

in the same way as, in knowledge, principles are related to

the conclusion to which we assent because of the principles.

Therefore it is evident that as intellect is to reason
,
so will is

to the elective power

,

which is free choice. But it has been

shown above that it belongs to the same power both to under-

stand and to reason,28 even as it belongs to the same power to

be at rest and to be in movement. Hence it belongs also to the

same power to will and to elect. And on this account will and
the free choice are not two powers, but one.

Reply Obj. i. ^ouXyjo’k; is distinct from 0eXY]Cft<; because of

a distinction, not of powers, but of acts.

Reply Obj . 2. Election and will—that is, the act of willing

—are different acts, yet they belong to the same power, as do

to understand and to reason
,
as we have said.

Reply Obj . 3. The intellect is compaied to the will as mov-

ing the will. And therefore there is no need to distinguish in

the will an agent and a possible will.

28 De Fide Orth., XIV (PG 94, 1037).
27 Q 64, a. 2; q. 8o, »

88
Q 79 ,

a. 8.



Question LXXXIV

HOW THE SOUL WHILE UNITED TO THE
BODY UNDERSTANDS CORPOREAL THINGS

BENEATH IT

(In Eight Articles)

We now have to consider the acts of the soul in regard to

the intellectual and the appetitive powers, for the other pow-
ers of the soul do not come directly under the consideration

of the theologian. Now the acts of the appetitive part of the

soul come under the consideration of the science of morals*

and so we shall treat of them in the second part of this work,

to which the consideration of moral matters belongs. But of

the acts of the intellectual part we shall treat now. In treat-

ing of these acts, we shall proceed in the following order.

First, we shall inquire how the soul understands when united

to the body; secondly, how it understands when separated

from the body. 1

The former of these inquiries will be threefold: (i) How
the soul understands bodies, which are beneath it. (2) How it

understands itself and things contained in itself.
2

(3) How
it understands immaterial substances, which are above it.

3

In treating of the knowledge of corporeal things, there are

three points to be considered: (1) Through what does the

soul know them? (2) How and in what order does it know
them? 4

(3) What does it know in them? 5

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry: (1)
Whether the soul knows bodies through the intellect? (2)
Whether it understands them through its essence, or through

any species? (3) If through some species, whether the species

of all things intelligible are naturally innate in the soul? (4)
Whether these species are derived by the soul from certain

separate immaterial forms? (5) Whether our soul sees in the
eternal exemplars all that it understands? (6) Whether
it acquires intellectual knowledge from the senses? (7)
Whether the intellect can, through the species of which it is

possessed, actually understand, without turning to the phan-
tasms? (8) Whether the judgment of the intellect is hindered
by an obstacle in <he sensitive powers?

*Q. 89, *Q 87
3
Q. 88.

4
Q 85.

B
Q 86
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First Article

WHETHER THE SOUL KNOWS BODIES THROUGH THE
INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the First Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul does not know
bodies through the intellect. For Augustine says that bodies
cannot be understood by the intellect: nor indeed anything
corporeal unless it can be perceived by the senses .

G He says

also that intellectual vision is of those things that are in the

soul by their essence.7 But such are not bodies. Therefore the

soul cannot know bodies through the intellect.

Obj . 2. Further, as sense is to the intelligible, so is the in-

teilect to the sensible. But the soul can by no means, through
the senses, understand spiritual things, which are intelligible.

Therefore by no means can it, through the intellect, know
bodies, which are sensible.

Obj . 3. Further, the intellect is concerned with things that

are necessary and unchangeable. But all bodies are movable
and changeable Therefore the soul cannot know bodies

through the intellect.

On the contrary

,

Science is in the intellect. If, therefore,

the intellect does not know bodies, it follows that there is no
science of bodies; and thus perishes the science of nature,

which treats of movable bodies.

I answer, In order to elucidate this question, that the early

philosophers, who inquired into the natures of things, thought

there was nothing in the world save bodies.8 And because

they observed that all bodies are subject to motion, and con-

sidered them to be ever in a state of flux, they were of the

opinion that we can have no certain knowledge of the reality

of things. For what is in a continual state of flux cannot b^

grasped with any degree of certitude, for it passes away be*

fore the mind can form a judgment on it. As Heraclitus said,

it is not possible to touch the water in a passing stream twice

(as the Philosopher relates9 ).

After these came Plato, who, wishing to save the certitude

of our knowledge of truth through the intellect, maintained

6
Solti, II, 4 (PL 32, 888). Genesi ad Litt

,

XII, 24 (PL

34, 474)
8
Cf. above, q, 44, a. 2. ® Metaph

,

III, 3 (ioroa 14).
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that, besides these corporeal things, there is another genus

of beings, separate from matter and movement, which he

called species or ideas
,
by participation in which each one of

these singular and sensible things is said to be either a man,

or a horse, or the like .

10 And so, he said that sciences and

definitions, and whatever pertains to the act of the intellect,

is not referred to these sensible bodies, but to those immate-

rial and separate beings
;

11
so that, according to this, the soul

does not understand these corporeal things, but their sep-

arated species

Now this is clearly false for two reasons. First, because,

since those species are immaterial and immovable, knowledge

of movement and matter (which is proper to natural phi-

losophy) would be excluded from among the sciences, and

likewise all demonstration through moving and material

causes. Secondly, because it seems ridiculous, when we seek

for knowledge of things which are to us manifest, to intro-

duce other beings, which cannot be the substances of the

things with which we began, since they differ from them in

being. Hence, granted that we have a knowledge of those

separate substances, we cannot for that reason claim to form

judgments concerning these sensible things.

Now it seems that Plato strayed from the truth because,

having observed that all knowledge takes place through some
kind of similitude

,

12 he thought that the form of the thing

known must of necessity be in the knower in the same man-
ner as in the thing known itself. But it was his opinion that

the form of the thing understood is in the intellect under
conditions of universality, immateriality, and immobility;

which is apparent from the very operation of the intellect,

whose act of understanding is universal, and characterized

by a certain necessity, for the mode of action corresponds

to the mode of the agent’s form. Therefore he concluded that

the things which we understand must subsist in themselves
under the same conditions of immateriality and immobility.

But there is no necessity for this. For even in sensible

things it is to be observed that the form is otherwise in one
sensible than in another. For instance, whiteness may be of
great intensity in one, and of a less intensity in another, in

10
Cf Aristotle, op. at., I, 6 (987b 6; b 7); I, 9 (992b 7).—Cf also

Plato, Theaetet . (p, 156a). 11
Cf. Avicenna, Metaph., VII, 3 (g6ra).

u Cf ibid. (96rb).—Cf. also, Aristotle, Da An, I, 2 (404b 17).
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one we find whiteness with sweetness, in another without
sweetness. In the same way, the sensible form is in one way in

the thing which is external to the soul, and in another way
in the senses, which receive the forms of sensible things with-
out receiving matter, such as the color of gold without re-

ceiving gold. So, too, the intellect, according to its own mode,
receives under conditions of immateriality and immobility
the species of material and movable bodies; for the received

is in the receiver according to the mode of the receiver. We
must conclude, therefore, that the soul knows bodies through
the intellect by a knowledge which is immaterial, universal

and necessary.

Reply Obj . 1. These words of Augustine are to be under-

stood as referring to the medium of intellectual knowledge,

and not to its object. For the intellect knows bodies by un-
derstanding them, not indeed through bodies, nor through
material and corporeal likenesses, but through immaterial

and intelligible species, which can be in the soul by their own
essence.

Reply Obj. 2. As Augustine says, it is not correct to say

that as the sense knows only bodies so the intellect knows
only spiritual things; 13 for it would follow that God and the

angels would not know bodies The reason for this diversity

is that the lower power does not extend to those things that

belong to the higher power; whereas the higher power ac-

complishes in a more excellent manner what belongs to the

lower power.

Reply Obj . 3. Every movement presupposes something im-

movable. For when a change of quality occurs, the substance

remains unmoved, and when there is a change of substantial

form, matter remains unmoved. Moreover, mutable things

have immovable dispositions; for instance, though Socrates

be not always sitting, yet it is an immovable truth that when-

ever he does sit he remains in one place. For this reason there

is nothing to hinder our having an immovable science of

movable things.

13De Civit . Dei, XXII, 2 9 (PL 41, 800).
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Second Article

WHETHER THE SOUL UNDERSTANDS CORPOREAL THINGS

THROUGH ITS ESSENCE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article ’

—

Objection r. It would seem that the soul understands cor-

poreal things through its essence. For Augustine says that the

soul collects and lays hold 0} the images of bodies which are

formed in the soul and of the soul; for in forming them it

gives them something of Us own substance .
14 But the soul

understands bodies by the likenesses of bodies. Therefore the

soul knows bodies through its essence, which it employs for

the formation of such likenesses, and from which it forms

them.

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says that the soul after

a fashion, is everything ,
15 Since, therefore, like is known by

like, it seems that the soul knows corporeal things through

itself.

Obj. 3. Further, the soul is superior to corporeal creatures.

Now lower things are in higher things in a more eminent way
than in themselves, as Dionysius says.16 Therefore all corpo-

real creatures exist in a more excellent way in the essence of

the soul than in themselves. Therefore the soul can know cor-

poreal creatures through its essence.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that the mind gathers the

knowledge of corporeal things through the bodily senses .
1

'

7

But the soul itself cannot be known through the bodily

senses. Therefore it does not know corporeal things through
itself.

I answer that

,

The ancient philosophers held that the soul

knows bodies through its essence. For it was universally ad-

mitted that like is known by like ,
18 But they thought that

the form of the thing known is in the knower in the same
way as in the thing known. The Platonists however were of

a contrary opinion. For Plato, having observed that the in-

tellectual soul has an immaterial nature,10 and an immaterial
u De Trin., X, 5 (PL 42, 977).

15 Be An., HI, 8 (431b 21).

*De Cad. Eier., XII, 2 (PG 3, 293).
17 De Trin., IX, 3 (PL 42,

963).
w Cf. Aristotle, De An., I, 3 (409b 24). Cf. Nemesius, De

Nat. Earn., II (PG 40, 572) ;
St. Augustine, De Civil. Dei, VIII, 3 (PL

41, 210).
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mode of knowing
,

20 held that the forms of the things known
subsist immaterially. But the earlier natural philosophers,

observing that the things known are corporeal and material,

held that they must exist materially even in the soul that

knows them. And therefore, in order to ascribe to the soul

a knowledge of all things, they held that it has the same na-

ture in common with all .

21 And because the nature of an
effect is determined by its principles, they ascribed to the

souL the nature of a principle .
22 Hence it is that those who

thought fire to be the principle of all, held that the soul had
the nature of fire

,

23 and in like manner as to air
24 and wa-

ter .

25 Lastly, Empedocles, who held the existence of four

material elements and two principles of movement 26 said

that the soul was composed of these 27 Consequently, since

they held that things existed in the soul materially, they

maintained that all the soul’s knowledge is material, thus

failing to distinguish intellect from sense .
28

But this opinion will not hold. First, because in the ma-
terial principle of which they were speaking, effects do not

exist save in potentiality. But a thing is not known accord-

ing as it is in potentiality, but only according as it is in act,

as is shown in Metaph. ix .;
29 therefore neither is a power

known except through its act. It was therefore insufficient

to ascribe to the soul the nature of the principles of things

in order to guarantee to the soul a knowledge of all things;

it was further necessary to admit in the soul the natures and
forms of each individual effect, for instance, of bone, flesh,

and the like. Thus does Aristotle argue against Empedocles .
80

Secondly, because if it were necessary for the thing known
to exist materially in the knower, there would be no reason

why things which have a material existence outside the soul

should be devoid of knowledge; why, for instance, if by fire

30
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph., I, 6 (987b 6).

a Cf Aristotle, De An

^

I, 5 (409b 24).
33 Cf op tit., I, 2 (404b no). 23A theory of

Democritus, according to Aristotle, De An., I, 2 (405a 5) .

uA theory

of Diogenes, according to Aristotle, ibid. (405a 21) ;
and of Anaxim-

enes, according to Macrobius, In Somn. Sctpion

,

I, 14 (p. 543)*
25 A theory of Hippo, according to Aristotle, De An., I, 2 (405b x).

“Cf. Aristotle, De Gener., I, 1 (314a 16).
27 CL Aristotle, De An.,

I, 5 (410a 3); I, 4 (408a 19).
38

Cf. op. tit.r IU, 3 (427a 21).

“Aristotle, Metaph VIII, 9 (1051a 29). *° Dr An, I, 5 (4°9b 2 3)*
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the soul knows fire, that fire also which is outside the soul

should not have knowledge of fire.

We must conclude, therefore, that the material things

known must needs exist m the knower, not materially, but

rather immaterially. The reason for this is that the act of

knowledge extends to things outside the knower; for we
know even the things that are outside us. Now by matter the

form of a thing is determined to some one thing. Therefore it

is clear that knowledge is in inverse ratio to materiality.

Consequently, things that are not receptive of forms, save

materially, have no power of knowledge whatever—such as

plants, as the Philosopher says.31 But the more immaterially

a being receives the form of the thing known, the more per-

fect is its knowledge. Therefore the intellect, which abstracts

the species not only from matter, but also from the individu-

ating conditions of matter, knows more perfectly than the

senses, which receive the form of the thing known, without

matter indeed, but subject to material conditions. Moreover,

among the senses themselves, sight has the most perfect

knowledge, because it is the least material, as we have re-

marked above.32 So, too, among intellects, the more perfect

is the more immaterial.

It is therefore clear from the foregoing, that if there be an
intellect which knows all things by its essence, then its es-

sence must needs have all things in itself immaterially; much
as the early philosophers held that the essence of the soul

must be composed actually of the principles of all material

things in order to know all things. Now it is proper to God
that His essence comprise all things immaterially, as effects

pre-exist virtually in their cause. God alone, therefore, under-

stands all things through His essence; but neither the human
soul nor the angels can do so.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine in that passage is speaking of an
imaginary vision, which takes place through the images of

bodies. To the formation of such images the soul gives part

of its substance, just as a subject is given in order to be in-

formed by some form. In this way the soul makes such
images from itself

;
not that the soul or some part of the soul

be turned into this or that image, but just as we say that a
body is made into something colored because of its being im

* Op. cit, II, 12 (424a 32).
32
Q. 78, a. 3.
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formed with color. That this is the sense is clear from the
sequel. For he says that the soul keeps something—namely,
not informed with such an image

—

which is able freely to

judge of the species of these images
, and that this is the

mind or intellect ,
33 And he says that the part which is in-

formed with these images—namely, the imagination—is com-
mon to us and beasts.

Reply Obj. 2. Aristotle did not hold that the soul was actu-

ally composed of all things, as did the earlier naturalists; he
said that the soul is all things, after a fashion,

inasmuch as

it is in potentiality to all—through the senses, to all sensible

things; through the intellect, to all intelligible things.

Reply Obj . 3. Every creature has a finite and determinate

being. Therefore, although the essence of a higher creature

has a certain likeness to a lower creature, inasmuch as they

share in a common genus, yet it has not a complete likeness

thereof, because it is determined to a certain species other

than the species of the lower creature. But the divine essence

is a perfect likeness of all that may be found to exist in

things created, being the universal principle of all.

Third. Article

WHETHER THE SOUL UNDERSTANDS ALL THINGS THROUGH
INNATE SPECIES?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul understands all

things through innate species. For Gregory says, in a homily

for the Ascension, that man has understanding in common
with the angels ,

34 But angels understand all things through

innate species* wherefore in the Book of Causes it is said

that every intelligence is full of forms Therefore the soul

also has innate species of things, by means of which it under

stands corporeal things.

Obj . 2. Further, the intellectual soul is more excellent than

corporeal primary matter. But primary matter was created

by God under the forms to which it has potentiality. There-

fore much more is the intellectual soul created by God with

83 De Trin X, 5 (PL 42, 977). “In Evang., II, hom. 29 (PL 7$

1214).
86 De Causis} X (p. 170).



THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA884 Q 84. Art. 3

intelligible species. And so the soul understands corporeal

things through innate species.

Obj. 3. Further, no one can answer the truth except con-

cerning what he knows. But even a person untaught, and de-

void of acquired knowledge, answers the truth to every ques-

tion if put to him in orderly fashion, as we find related in

the Meno of Plato concerning a certain individual.36 There-

fore we have some knowledge of things even before we ac-

quire knowledge; which would not be the case unless we had

innate species. Therefore the soul understands corporeal

things through innate species.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher, speaking of the intel-

lect, says that it is like a tablet on which nothing is written?1

I answer that, Since form is the principle of action, a thing

must be related to the form which is the principle of an

action in the same way as it is to that action For instance,

if upward motion is from lightness, then that which moves
upwards only potentially must needs be only potentially

light, but that which actually moves upwards must needs be
actually light. Now we observe that man sometimes is only

a potential knower, both as to sense and as to intellect. And
he is reduced from such potentiality to act*—through the

action of sensible objects on his senses, to the act of sensa-

tion, by instruction or discovery, to the act of understanding.

Therefore we must say that the cognitive soul is in poten-

tiality both to the likenesses which are the principles of

sensing, and to the likenesses which are the principles of

understanding. For this reason Aristotle held that the intel-

lect by which the soul understands has no innate species, but
is at first in potentiality to all such species.38

But since that which actually has a form is sometimes un-
able to act according to that form because of some hindrance
(as a light thing may be hindered from moving upwards),
for this reason Plato held that man’s intellect is naturally

filled with all intelligible species, but that, by being united

to the body, it is hindered from the realization of its act.39

But this seems to be unreasonable. First, because, if the soul

has a natural knowledge of all things, it seems impossible for

the soul so far to forget the existence of such knowledge as
80 Meno (p. 82b).

—

Of. St. Augustine, De Trin

,

II, 15 (PL 42, 1011).
91 Dt An,, HI, 4 (430a 1). **Ibid, (429b 30),

w
Cf. Aristotle,

Metaph
,, I, 9 (993a 1).
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not to know itself to be possessed of it. For no man forgets

what he knows naturally, e.g that every whole is larger than
its part, and the like. And especially unreasonable does this

seem if we suppose that it is natural to the soul to be united

to the body, as we have established above, 40 for it is un-
reasonable that the natural operation of a thing be totally

hindered by that which belongs to it naturally. Secondly,

the falseness of this opinion is clearly proved from the fact

that if a sense be wanting, the knowledge of what is appre-

hended through that sense is also wanting. For instance, a
man who is born blind can have no knowledge of colors. This

would not be the case if the soul had innate likenesses of all

intelligible things. We must therefore conclude that the soul

does not know corporeal things through innate species.

Reply Obj. 1 . Man indeed has understanding in common
with the angels, but not in the same degree of perfection;

just as the lower grades of bodies, which merely exist, ac-

cording to Gregory, have not the same degree of perfection

as the higher bodies. For the matter of the lower bodies is

not totally completed by its form, but is in potentiality to

forms which it has not; whereas the matter of the heavenly

bodies is totally completed by its form, so that it is not in

potentiality to any other form, as we have said above.41 In

the same way the angelic intellect is perfected by intelligible

species, in accordance with its nature, whereas the human
intellect is in potentiality to such species.

Reply Obj . 2. Primary matter has substantial being

through its form, and consequently it had need to be created

under some form; for otherwise it would not be in act. But

when once it exists under one form it is in potentiality to

others. On the other hand, the intellect does not receive sub-

stantial being through the intelligible species; and therefore

there is no comparison.

Reply Obj. 3. If ‘questions be put in an orderly fashion,,

they proceed from universal self-evident principles to what

is particular. Now by such a process knowledge is produced

in the soul of the learner. Therefore, when he answers the

truth to a subsequent question, this is not because he had

knowledge previously, but because he then acquires such

knowledge for the first time. For it matters not whether the

teacher proceed from universal principles to conclusions by
40Q 76, a. 1.

41
Q. 66, a. 2.
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questioning or by asserting
;
for in either case the intellect of

the listener is assured of what follows by that which pre-

ceded.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES ARE DERIVED BY THE
SOUL FROM CERTAIN SEPARATE FORMS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intelligible species are

derived by the soul from some separate forms. For whatever

is such by participation is caused by what is such essentially;

for instance, that which is on fire is reduced to fire as its

cause. But the intellectual soul, in so far as it is actually

understanding, participates in the intelligibles themselves;

for, in a manner, the intellect in act is the thing understood

in act* Theiefore that which in itself and in its essence is

understood in act, is the cause that the intellectual soul

actually understands. Now that which in its essence is actu-

ally understood is a form existing without matter. Therefore

the intelligible species, by which the soul understands, are

caused by some separate forms.

Obj. 2. Further, the intelligible is to the intellect as the

sensible is to the sense. But the sensible species which are in

the senses, and by which we sense, are caused by the sensible

things which exist actually outside the soul. Therefore the

intelligible species, by which our intellect understands, are

caused by some things actually intelligible, existing outside

the soul But these can be nothing else than forms separate

from matter. Therefore the intelligible forms of our intellect

are derived from some separate substances.

Obj . 3. Further, whatever is in potentiality is reduced to

act by something actual. If, therefore, our intellect, previ-

ously in potentiality, afterwards actually understands, this

must needs be caused by some intellect which is always in
act. But this is a separate intellect. Therefore the intelligible

species, by which we actually understand, are caused by some
separate substances.

On the contrary
,
If this were true, we should not need the

senses in order to understand. And this is proved to be false

especially from the fact that if a man be wanting in a sense,
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he cannot have any knowledge of the sensibles corresponding

to that sense.

I answer that

>

Some have held that the intelligible species

of our intellect aie derived from certain separate Forms or

substances. And this in two ways. For Plato, as we have said,

held that the forms of sensible things subsist by themselves

without matter: e.g ., the Form of a man which he called

man-in-himself, and the Form or Idea of a horse which he
called horse-in-itself, and so forth. He said therefore that

these Forms are participated both by our soul and by corpo-

real matter: by our soul, for knowledge
,

42 and by corpoxeal

matter for being
;

43 so that, just as corporeal matter, by par-

ticipating the Idea of a stone, becomes an individual stone,

so our intellect, by participating the Idea of a stone, is made
to understand a stone. Now the participation of an Idea takes

place by some likeness of the Idea in the participator, in the

way that a model is participated by a copy 44 So just as he

held that the sensible forms, which are in corporeal matter,

are derived from the Ideas as certain likenesses of them, so

he held that the intelligible species of our intellect are like-

nesses of the Ideas, derived therefrom .
45 And for this reason,

as we have said above, he referred sciences and definitions to

those Ideas.

But since it is contrary to the nature of sensible things that

their forms should subsist without matter, as Aristotle proves

in many ways
,

46 Avicenna, setting this opinion aside, held

that the intelligible species of all sensible things, instead of

subsisting in themselves without matter, pre-exist immate-

rially in some separate intellects.
47 From the first of these

intellects, said he, such species are derived by a second, and
so on to the last separate intellect, which he called the agent

intellect. From the agent intellect, according to him, intelligi-

ble species flow into our souls, and sensible species into corpo-

real matter .
48 And so Avicenna agrees with Plato in this, that

the intelligible species of our intellect are derived from cer-

tain separate Forms; but these Plato held to subsist of them-

42 Cf . St. Augustine, Lib . 83 Qmest.} q 46 (PL 40, 30) .

43 Cf . Aris-

totle, Metaph., I, 9 (991b 3).—Plato, Pkaedo (p. lood).
44

Cf.

Aristotle, Metaph I, 9 (991a 21).—Plato, Timaeus (pp. 28a, 30c).
45 CL Avicenna, D$ An

^

V, 5 (251b)
;
Metaph IX, 4 (lo^ra).

* Metaph ., VI, 14 (1039a 24) .
47 De An,V, 5 (251b) ;

Metaph IX.

4 (i05ra). 48 De An., V, 6 (26rb) ; Metaph ., IX, 5 (ia^rb).
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selves, while Avicenna placed them in the agent intellect.

They differ, too, in this respect, that Avicenna held that the

intelligible species do not remain in our intellect after it has

ceased actually to understand, and that it needs to turn [to

the agent intellect] in older to receive them anew .

49 Conse-

quently, he does not hold that the soul has innate knowledge,

as Plato, who held that the participations of the Ideas re-

main immovably in the soul .
50

But in this opinion no sufficient reason can be assigned

for the soul being united to the body. For it cannot be said

that the intellectual mil is united to the body for the sake

of the body, since neither is form for the sake of matter, nor

is the mover for the sake of the thing moved, but rather the

reverse. Especially does the body seem necessary to the in-

tellectual soul for the latter’s proper operation, which is to

understand; since as to its being, the soul does not depend

on the body. But if the soul by its very nature had an inborn

aptitude for receiving intelligible species only through the

influence of certain separate principles, and were not to re-

ceive them from the senses, it would not need the body in

order to understand. Hence, it would be united to the body
to no purpose.

But if it be said that our soul needs the senses in order to
understand, in that it is in some way awakened by them to

the consideration of those things whose intelligible species

it receives from the separate principles 51 even this seems an
insufficient explanation. For this awakening does not seem
necessary to the soul, except in as far as it is overcome by
sleep, as the Platonists expressed it. and by forgetfulness,

through its union with the,body
;

52 and thus the senses would
be of no use to the intellectual soul except for the purpose
of removing the obstacle which the soul encounters through
its union with the body .

53 Consequently, the reason for the

union of the soul with the body still remains unexplained.

And if it be said, with Avicenna, that the senses are neces-

sary to the soul because by them it is roused to turn to the

agent intellect from which it receives the species
,

64 neither

De An., V, 6 (26rb) .—Cf. C. G., II, 74.
50

Cf. Aristotle, Metaph
I, 7 (988b 3) ; Top., n, 7 (113a 27).

61
Cf. William of Auvergne, De

Univ., Ua Ilae, 76 (I, pt. II, 929) ; IUa Ilae, 3 (I, pt. II, 1018).
552

Pseudo-Augustine (Alcher of Clairvaux), De Spir. et An., I (PL 40,
781). * Cf. below, q. 89, a. 1.

u De An.t V, 5 (2Srb).



Q 84. Art, 5 KNOWLEDGE OF BODIES 389

is this a sufficient explanation. Because if it is natural for

the soul to understand through species derived from the

agent intellect, it would follow that the soul can turn to the
agent intellect from the inclination of its very nature, or
through being roused by another sense to turn to the agent
intellect, and receive the species of those sensible things for

which we are missing a sense. And thus a man bom blind

could have knowledge of colors; which is clearly untrue. We
must therefore conclude that the intelligible species, by which
our soul understands, are not derived from separate forms.

Reply Obj. 1. The intelligible species which are partici-

pated by our intellect are reduced, as to their first cause, to

a first principle which is by its essence intelligible—namely,

God. But they proceed from that principle by way of the

forms of sensible and material things, from which we gather

knowledge, as Dionysius says.55

Reply Ob j. 2. Material things, as to the being which they

have outside the soul, may be actually sensible, but not

actually intelligible. Therefore there is no comparison be'

tween sense and intellect.

Reply Obj . 3. Our possible intellect is reduced from poten-

tiality to act by some being in act, that is, by the agent in-

tellect, which is a power of the soul, as we have said;
58 and

not by any separate intellect, as a proximate cause, although

perchance as a remote cause.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL KNOWS MATERIAL

THINGS IN THE ETERNAL EXEMPLARS ?

We proceed thus to the Fijth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul does

not know material things in the eternal exemplars. For that

in which anything is known must itself be known more and

antecedently. But the intellectual soul of man, in the present

state of hfe, does not know the eternal exemplars, for it does

not know God in Whom the eternal exemplars exist, but is

united to God as to the unknown,
as Dionysius says.

57 There-

fore the soul does not know all in the eternal exemplars.

55 De Div. Rom

,

YII, 2 (PG 3, 886) .

60
Q. 79, a. 4.

67^ Myst.

Theol, I, 3 (PG 3, 1001) ;
cf. De Div, Rom., 1, 1 (PG 3> $85 ).
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Obj. 2. Further, it is written (Rom. i. 20) that the invisi-

ble things of God are clearly seen ... by the things that

are made. But among the invisible things of God are the

eternal exemplars. Therefore the eternal exemplars are known
through creatures, and not the converse.

Obj. 3. Further, the eternal exemplars are nothing else but

ideas, for Augustine says that ideas are permanent exemplars

existing in the divine mind.
58 If therefore we say that the

intellectual soul knows all things in the eternal exemplars, we
come back to the opinion of Plato who said that all knowl-

edge is derived from them.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says: If we both see that what
you say is true

,
and if we both see that what I say is true,

where do we see this, I pray? Neither do I see it in you
,
nor

do you see it in me; but we both see it in the unchangeable
truth which is above our minds .

59 Now the unchangeable

truth is contained in the eternal exemplars. Therefore the

intellectual soul knows all truths in the eternal exemplars.

I answer that, As Augustine says: If those who are called

philosophers said by chance anything that was true and con*

sistent with our faith, we must claim it from them as from
unjust possessors. For some of the doctrines of the pagans are

spurious imitations or superstitious inventions, which we
must be careful to avoid when we renounce the society of
the pagans.

59 Consequently whenever Augustine, who was
imbued with the doctrines of the Platonists, found in their

teaching anything consistent with faith, he adopted it; and
those things which he found contrary to faith he amended.
Now Plato held, as we have said above, that the forms of

things subsist of themselves apart from matter. These he
called Ideas, and he said that our intellect knows all things

by participation in them; so that just as corporeal matter, by
participating in the Idea of a stone, becomes a stone, so our
intellect, by participating in the same Idea, has knowledge
of a stone. But it seems contrary to faith that the forms of

things should subsist of themselves without matter outside
the things themselves, as the Platonists held, asserting that

Ufe4n-itself and wisdom-in-itself are certain creative sub*
stances, as Dionysius relates.61 Therefore, in the place of the

68
Lib. 83 Quaest., q 46 (PL 40, 30).

69
Confess., XII, 23 (PL 32,

840).
90 De Doc. Christ II, 40 (PL 34, 63).

61De Div. Nom
XI, 6 (PG 3, 956).
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Ideas defended by Plato, Augustine said that the exemplars
of all creatures existed in the divine mind. It is according to

these that all things are formed, as well as that the human
soul knows all things.62

When, therefore, the question is asked: Does the human
soul know all things in the eternal exemplars? we must reply

that one thing is said to be known in another in two ways.
First, as in an object itself known, as one may see in a mir-

ror the images of the things reflected therein. In this way the

soul, in the present state of life, cannot see all things in the

eternal exemplars; but thus the blessed, who see God and all

things in Him, know all things in the eternal exemplars. Sec-

ondly, one thing is said to be known in another as in a prin-

ciple of knowledge; and thus we might say that we see in

the sun what we see by the sun. And thus we must needs

say that the human soul knows all things in the eternal ex-

emplars, since by participation in these exemplars we know
all things For the intellectual light itself, which is in us, is

nothing else than a participated likeness of the uncreated
light, in which are contained the eternal exemplars. Whence
it is written (Ps . iv. 6, 7), Many say * who showeth us good
things? which question the Psalmist answers, The light of

Thy countenance
, 0 Lord, is signed upon us; as though to

say: By the seal of the divine light in us, all things are made
known to us.

But since besides the intellectual light which is in us, in-

telligible species, which are derived from things, are required

in order that we may have knowledge of material things,

therefore this knowledge is not due merely to a participation

of the eternal exemplars, as the Platonists held, maintaining

that the mere participation in the Ideas sufficed for knowl-

edge.63 Therefore Augustine says; Although the philosophers

prove by convincing ai guments that all things occur in time

according to the eternal exemplars, were they able to see in

the eternal exemplars, or to find out from them, how many
kinds of animals there are and the origin of each ? Did they

not seek for this information from the story of times arid

places? 64

Now that Augustine did not understand all things to be
02
Lik . 83 Quaest
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known in their eternal exemplars or in the unchangeable

truth, as though the eternal exemplars themselves were seen,

is clear from what he says, viz., that not each and every ra-

tional soul can be said to be worthy of that vision, namely,

of the eternal exemplars, but only those that are holy and

pure
,

65 such as the souls of the blessed.

From what has been said the objections are easily solved.

Sixth Article

WHETHER INTELLECTUAL KNOWLEDGE IS DERIVED PROM
SENSIBLE THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that intellectual knowledge is

not derived from sensible things. For Augustine says that we
cannot expect to acquire the pure truth from the senses of

the body.™ This he proves in two ways. First, because, what-

ever the bodily senses reach is continually being changed;

and what is never the same cannot be perceived

.

Secondly,

because, whatever we perceive by the body, even when not

present to the senses, may be present in their images, as

when we are asleep or angry; yet we cannot discern by the

senses whether what we perceive be the sensible things them-
selves, or their deceptive images . Now nothing can be per-

ceived which cannot be distinguished jrom its counterfeit.

And so he concludes that we cannot expect to learn the truth

from the senses. But intellectual knowledge apprehends the

truth. Therefore intellectual knowledge cannot be conveyed
by the senses.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: We must not think that

the body can make any impression on the spirit, as though
the spirit were to subject itself like matter to the body’s

action; for that which acts is in every way more excellent

than that which it acts onP Whence he concludes that the

body does not cause its image in the spirit, but the spirit it-

self causes it in itself. Therefore intellectual knowledge is

not derived from sensible things.

Obj. 3. Further, an effect does not surpass the power of

its cause. But intellectual knowledge extends beyond sensible

* Mb. 83 Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 30) .

66 Op cit q. 9 (PL 40, 13).mDe Genesi ad LtU., XII, 16 (PL 34, 467).
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things, for we understand some things which cannot be per-

ceived by the senses. Therefore intellectual knowledge is not
derived from sensible things.

On the contrary, The Philosopher proves that the origin of

knowledge is from the senses 68

I answer that, On this point the philosophers held three

opinions. For Democritus held that all knowledge is caused

by images issuing from the bodies we think of and entering

into our souls, as Augustine says in his letter to Dioscorus .
69

And Aristotle says that Democritus held that knowledge is

caused by a discharge of images.™ And the reason for this

opinion was that both Democritus and the other early phi-

losophers did not distinguish between intellect and sense, as

Aristotle relates 71 Consequently, since the sense is immuted
by the sensible, they thought that all our knowledge is caused

merely by an immutation from sensible things. This immuta-

tion Democritus held to be caused by a discharge of images,

Plato, on the other hand, held that the intellect differs from

sense, and that it is an immaterial power not making use oi

a corporeal organ for its action 72 And since the incorporeal

cannot be affected by the corporeal, he held that intellectual

knowledge is not brought about by sensible things immuting

the intellect, but by the participation in separate intelligible

forms by the intellect, as we have said above Moreover he

held that sense is a power operating through itself. Conse-

quently not even the sense itself, since it is a spiritual power,

is affected by sensible things; but the sensible organs are

affected by the sensible, with the result that the soul is in a

way roused to form within itself the species of the sensible.

Augustine seems to touch on this opinion where he says that

the body feels not, but the soul through the body, which it

makes use of as a kind of messenger, for reproducing within

itself what is announced from without 73 Thus according to

Plato, neither does intellectual knowledge proceed from sen-

sible knowledge, nor does sensible knowledge itself come en-

tirely from sensible things; but these rouse the sensible soul

to sensation, and the senses likewise rouse the intellect to the

act of understanding.

68 Metaph

,
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Aristotle chose a middle course. For with Plato he agreed

that intellect and sense are different .
74 But he held that the

sense has not its proper operation without the cooperation of

the body; so that to sense is not an act of the soul alone,

but of the composited And he held the same in regard to

all the operations of the sensitive part. Since, therefore, it is

not incongruous that the sensible things which are outside

the soul should produce some effect in the composite, Aris-

totle agreed with Democritus in this, that the operations of

the sensitive part are caused by the impression of the sensi-

ble on the sense; not indeed by a discharge, as Democritus

said, but by some kind of operation. Democritus, it must be
remembered, maintained that every action is by way of a

discharge of atoms, as we gather from De Gener . i .

76 But
Aristotle held that the intellect has an operation in which the

body does not share 77 Now nothing corporeal can make an

impression on the incorporeal. And therefore, in order to

cause the intellectual operation, according to Aristotle, the

impression caused by sensible bodies does not suffice, but
something more noble is required, for the agent is more noble

than the patient
,
as he says .

78 Not, be it observed, in the

sense that the intellectual operation is effected in us by the

mere impression of some superior beings, as Plato held; but
that the higher and more noble agent which he calls the

agent intellect, of which we have spoken above
,

79 causes the

phantasms received from the senses to be actually intelligi-

ble, by a process of abstraction.

According to this opinion, then, on the part of the phan-
tasms, intellectual knowledge is caused by the senses. But
since the phantasms cannot of themselves immute the possi-

ble intellect, but require to be made actually intelligible by
the agent intellect, it cannot be said that sensible knowledge
is the total and perfect cause of intellectual knowledge, but
rather is in a way the matter of the cause.

Reply Obj . 1. These words of Augustine mean that truth

is not entirely from the senses. For the light of the agent in-

tellect is needed, through which we know the truth of change-
able things unchangeably, and discern things themselves
from their likenesses.

n De An Ill, 3 (427b 6).
75 De Somno

,

I (454a 7).
70
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Reply Obj. 2. In this passage Augustine speaks not of in-

tellectual but of imaginary knowledge. And since, according

to the opinion of Plato, the imagination has an operation
which belongs to the soul only, Augustine, in order to show
that corporeal images are impressed on the imagination, not
by bodies but by the soul, uses the same argument as Aris-

totle does in proving that the agent intellect must be sepa-

rate, namely, because the agent is more noble than the pa-
tient?0 And. without doubt, according to the above opinion,

in the imagination there must needs be not only a passive

but also an active power. But if we hold, according to the

opinion of Aristotle,81 that the action of the imaginative

power is an action of the composite, there is no difficulty;

because the sensible body is more noble than the organ of

the animal, in so far as it is compared to it as a being in act

to a being in potentiality; even as the object actually colored

is compared to the pupil which is potentially colored. Now,
although the first immutation of the imagination is through

the agency of the sensible, since the phantasm is a movement
produced in accordance with sensation?

2 nevertheless, it may
be said that there is in man an operation which by division

and composition forms images of various things, even of

things not perceived by the senses. And Augustine’s words

may be taken in this sense.

Reply Obj. 3. Sensitive knowledge is not the entire cause

of intellectual knowledge. And therefore it is not strange that

intellectual knowledge should extend beyond sensitive knowl-

edge.

Seventh Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECT CAN UNDERSTAND ACTUALLY
THROUGH THE INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES OF WHICH IT IS

POSSESSED, WITHOUT TURNING TO THE PHANTASMS?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect can under-

stand actually through the intelligible species of which it is

possessed, without turning to the phantasms. For the intel-

lect is made actual by the intelligible species by which it is

informed. But if the intellect is in act, it understands. There-

80 De An., IU, 5 (430a 18) .

61 Op. cit., 1
, 1 (403a 5) *

83 Op. tiU

III, 3 (429a 1).
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fore the intelligible species suffices for the intellect to under-

stand actually, without turning to the phantasms.

Ob] 2. Further, the imagination is more dependent on
the senses than the intellect on the imagination But the

imagination can actually imagine m the absence of the sen-

sible. Therefore much more can the intellect understand

without turning to the phantasms.

Obj. 3. There are no phantasms of incorporeal things, for

the imagination does not transcend time and space. If, there-

fore, our intellect cannot understand anything actually with-

out turning to the phantasms, it follows that it cannot under-

stand anything incorporeal. Which is clearly false, for we
understand truth, and God, and the angels.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that the soul under-

stands nothing ivithout a phantasm

.

83

I answer that, In the state of the present life, in which the

soul is united to a corruptible body, it is impossible for our

intellect to understand anything actually, except by turning

to phantasms. And of this there are two indications. First of

all because the intellect, being a power that does not make
use of a corporeal organ, would in no way be hindered in its

act through the lesion of a corporeal organ, if there were not

required for its act the act of some power that does make
use of a corporeal organ. Now sense, imagination and the

other powers belonging to the sensitive part make use of a
corporeal organ. Therefore it is clear that for the intellect

to understand actually, not only when it acquires new knowl-
edge, but also when it uses knowledge already acquired, there

is need for the act of the imagination and of the other pow-
ers. For when the act of the imagination is hindered by a
lesion of the corporeal organ, for instance, m a case of frenzy,

or when the act of the memory is hindered, as in the case of

lethargy, we see that a man is hindered from understanding
actually even those things of which he had a previous knowl-
edge. Secondly, anyone can experience this of himself, that

when he tries to understand something, he forms certain

phantasms to serve him by way of examples, in which as it

were he examines what he is desirous of understanding. For
this reason it is that when we wish to help someone to under-
stand something, we lay examples before him, from which
he can form phantasms for the purpose of understanding.

83
Op. at, m, 7 (431a 16).
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Now the reason for this is that the power of knowledge
is proportioned to the thing known. Therefore the proper
object of the angelic intellect, which is entirely separate from
a body, is an intelligible substance separate from a body.
Whereas the proper object of the human intellect, which is

united to a body, is the quiddity or nature existing in corpo-
real matter; and it is through these natures of visible things
that it rises to a certain knowledge of things invisible Now
it belongs to such a nature to exist in some individual, and
this cannot be apart from corporeal matter, for instance, it

belongs to the nature of a stone to be in an individual stone,

and to the nature of a horse to be m an individual horse, and
so forth. Therefore the nature of a stone or any material
thing cannot be known completely and truly, except in as
much as it is known as existing in the individual. Now we
apprehend the individual through the sense and the imagina-
tion. And, therefore, for the intellect to understand actually

its proper object, it must of necessity turn to the phantasms
in order to perceive the universal nature existing in the in-

dividual. But if the proper object of our intellect were a
separate form, or if, as the Platonists say, the natures of

sensible things subsisted apart from the individual, there

would be no need for the intellect to turn to the phantasms
whenever it understands.

Reply Obj . 1. The species preserved in the possible intel-

lect exist there habitually when it does not understand them
actually, as we have said above.84 Therefore for us to under-

stand actually, the fact that the species are preserved does

not suffice
,
we need further to make use of them in a manner

befitting the things of which they are the species, which
things are natures existing in individuals.

Reply Ob], 2. Even the phantasm is the likeness of an in-

dividual thing; and so the imagination does not need any
further likeness of the individual, whereas the intellect does.

Reply Ob], 3. Incorporeal beings, of which there are no

phantasms, are known to us by comparison with sensible

bodies of which there are phantasms. Thus we understand

truth by considering a thing in which we see the truth, and

God, as Dionysius says,85 we know as cause, by way of excess

and by way of remotion. Other incorporeal substances we
know, in the state of the present life, only by way of remotion

84
Q. 79, a. 6.

85 De Div. Nom , I, $ (PG 3, 593),
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or by some comparison to corporeal things. Hence, when we
understand something about these beings, we need to turn

to the phantasms of bodies, although there are no phantasms

of these beings themselves.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THE JUDGMENT OF THE INTELLECT IS

HINDERED THROUGH SUSPENSION OF THE
SENSITIVE POWERS?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article ,

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the judgment of the in-

tellect is not hindered by suspension of the sensitive powers.

For the superior does not depend on the inferior. But the

judgment of the intellect is higher than the senses. Therefore

the judgment of the intellect is not hindered through suspen-

sion of the senses.

Ob), 2. Further, to syllogize is an act of the intellect But
during sleep the senses are suspended, as is said in De Somno
et Vigilia

,

86 and yet it sometimes happens to us to syllogize

while asleep. Therefore the judgment of the intellect is not

hindered through suspension of the senses.

On the contrary, What a man does while asleep, against

the moral law, is not imputed to him as a sin, as Augustine
says .

87 But this would not be the case if man, while asleep,

had free use of his reason and intellect. Therefore the judg-

ment of the intellect is hindered by suspension of the senses.

I answer that, As we have said above, r intellect’s proper
and proportionate object is the nature of a sensible thing.

Now a perfect judgment concerning anything cannot be
formed, unless all that pertains to that thing be known; es-

pecially if that be ignored which is the term and end of judg-

ment. For the Philosopher says that as the end of practical

science is a work, so the end of the science of nature is that

which is perceived principally through the senses ,
88 For the

smith does not seek the knowledge of a knife except for the

purpose of producing this individual knife; and in like man-
ner the natural philosopher does not seek to know the nature
of a stone and of a horse, save for the purpose of knowing

“Aristotle, De Somno, I (454b 13).
87 De Gened ad Litt., XII,

15 (PL 34, 466)
88 De Caelo

,

III, 7 (306a 16).
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the essential properties of those things which he perceives
with his senses. Now it is clear that a smith cannot judge
perfectly of a knife unless he knows what making this par-
ticular knife means, and m like manner the natural phi-
losopher cannot judge perfectly of natural things, unless he
knows sensible things. But m the present state of life, what-
ever we understand we know by comparison with natural
sensible things. Consequently it is not possible for our intel-

lect to form a perfect judgment while the senses are sus-

pended, through which sensible things are known to us
Reply Ob 1. Although the intellect is superior to the

senses, nevertheless in a manner it receives from the senses,

and its first and principal objects are founded in sensible

things. Hence, suspension of the senses necessarily involves

a hindrance to the judgment of the intellect.

Reply Ob) 2. The senses are suspended in the sleeper

through certain evaporations and the escape of certain ex-

halations, as we read in De Somno et Vigiha .
80 And, there-

fore, according to the disposition of such evaporation, the

senses are more or less suspended. For when the movement
of the vapors is very agitated, not only are the senses sus-

pended, but also the imagination, so that there are no phan-
tasms; as happens especially when a man falls asleep after

much eating and drinking. If, however, the movement of the

vapors be somewhat less violent, phantasms appear, but dis-

torted and without sequence; as happens in a case of fever.

And if the movement be still more attenuated, the phantasms
will have a certain sequence, as happens especially towards

the end of sleep, and in sober men and those who are gifted

with a strong imagination. If the movement be very slight,

not only does the imagination retain, its freedom, but even

the common sense is partly freed; so that sometimes while

asleep a man may judge that what he sees is a dream, dis-

cerning, as it were, between things and their images. Never-

theless, the common sense remains partly suspended, and
therefore, although it discriminates some images from reality,

yet it is always deceived m some particular. Therefore, while

a man is asleep, according as sense and imagination are free,

so is the judgment of his intellect unfettered, though not en-

tirely. Consequently, if a man syllogizes while asleep, when
he wakes up he invariably recognizes a flaw in some respect.

80
Aristotle, De Somno , III (456b 17).



Question LXXXV

THE MODE AND ORDER OF UNDERSTANDING

(In Eight Articles )

We come now to consider the mode and order of understand-

ing. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry (i)

Whether our intellect understands by abstracting species

from the phantasms? (2) Whether lie intelligible species

abstracted from the phantasms are what our intellect under-

stands, or that whereby it understands? (3) Whether our

intellect naturally first understands the more universal? (4)
Whether our intellect can know many things at the same
time? (5) Whether our intellect understands by composition

and division? (6) Whether the intellect can err? (7) Whether
one intellect can understand the same thing better than an-

other? (8) Whether our intellect understands the indivisible

before the divisible?

First Article

WHETHER OUR INTELLECT UNDERSTANDS CORPOREAL AND
MATERIAL THINGS BY ABSTRACTION EROM PHANTASMS?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect does not un-
derstand corporeal and material things by abstraction from
the phantasms. For the intellect is false if it understands a

thing otherwise than as it is. Now the forms of material

things do not exist in abstraction from the particular things

represented by the phantasms. Therefore, if we understand
material things by the abstraction of species from phantasms,
there will be error in the intellect.

Obj. 2. Further, material things are those natural things

which include matter in their definition But nothing can be
understood apart from that which enters into its definition

Therefore material things cannot be understood apart from
matter Now matter is the principle of individuation. There-
fore material things cannot be understood by the abstraction

of the universal from the particular; and this is to abstract
intelligible species from the phantasm.

400
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.

0bi- 3 - Further, the Philosopher says that the phantasm
is to the intellectual soul what color is to the sight. 1 But
seeing is not caused by abstraction of species from color, but
by color impressing itself on the sight Therefore neither does
the act of understanding take place by the abstraction of
something from the phantasms, but by the phantasms im-
pressing themselves on the intellect.

Obj, 4. Further, the Philosopher says that there are two
things in the intellectual soul—the possible intellect and the
agent intellect.2 But it does not belong to the possible intel-
lect to abstract the intelligible species from the phantasm,
but to receive them already abstracted. Neither does it seem
to be the function of the agent intellect, which is related to
phantasms as light is to colors; since light does not abstract
anything from colors, but rather acts on them Therefore in
no way do we understand by abstraction from phantasms

Ob], 5. Further, the Philosopher says that the intellect
understands the species in the phantasms

,

3 and not, there ^

fore, by abstraction.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that things are in
telligible in proportion as they are separable from matterA
Therefore material things must needs be understood accord-
ing as they are abstracted from matter and from material
images, namely, phantasms.

I answer that, As stated above, the object of knowledge is
proportionate to the power of knowledge. 5 Now there are
three grades of the cognitive powers. For one cognitive
power, namely, the sense, is the act of a corporeal organ.
And therefore the object of every sensitive power is a form
as existing in corporeal matter; and since such matter is the
principle of individuation, therefore every power of the sen-
sitive part can have knowledge only of particulars. There is
another grade of cognitive power which is neither the act oi
a corporeal organ, nor in any way connected with corporeal
matter. Such is the angelic intellect, the object of whose
cognitive power is therefore a form existing apart from mat-
ter

,
for though angels know material things, yet they do not

know them save in something immaterial, namely, either in
themselves or in God. But the human intellect holds a middle

1
Aristotle, De An, in, 7 (431a 14)

2 Op. cit., Ill, 5 (430a 14).
8
Op. cit., Ill, 7 (431b 2).

4 Op. at

,
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8 Q 84, a, 7.
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place, for it is not the act of an organ, and yet it is a power

of the soul, which is the form of the body, as is clear from

what we have said above .
6 And therefore it is proper to it to

know a form existing individually in corporeal matter, but

not as existing in this individual matter. But to know what

is in individual matter, yet not as existing in such matter, is

to abstract the form from individual matter which is repre-

sented by the phantasms. Therefore we must needs say that

our intellect understands material things by abstracting from

phantasms; and that through material things thus considered

we acquire some knowledge of immaterial things, just as, on
the contrary, angels know material things through the imma-
terial

But Plato, considering only the immateriality of the hu-

man intellect, and not that it is somehow united to the body,

held that the objects of the intellect are separate Ideas, and
that we understand, not by abstraction, but rather by par-

ticipating in abstractions, as was stated above .

7

Reply Obj. 1. Abstraction may occur in two ways. First,

by way of composition and division, and thus we may under-

stand that one thing does not exist in some other, or that it

is separate from it. Secondly, by way of a simple and abso-

lute consideration; and thus we understand one thing with-

out considering another. Thus, for the intellect to abstract

one from another things which are not really abstract from
one another, does, in the first mode of abstraction, imply
falsehood. But, in the second mode of abstraction, for the

intellect to abstract things which are not really abstract from
one another, does not involve falsehood, as clearly appears

in the case of the senses. For if we said that color is not in a

colored body, or that it is separate from it, there would be
error in what we thought or said But if we consider color and
its properties, without reference to the apple which is colored,

or if we express in word what we thus understand, there is

no error in such an opinion or assertion, for an apple is not
essential to color, and therefore color can be understood in-

dependently of the apple. In the same way, the things which
belong to the species of a material thing, such as a stone, or
a man, or a horse, can be thought without the individual
principles which do not belong to the notion of the species.

Q. 76, a. 1. Q. 84, a. 1.
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This is what we mean by abstracting the universal from the
particular, or the intelligible species from the phantasm; in

other words, this is to consider the nature of the species apart
from its individual principles represented by the phantasms.
If, therefore, the intellect is said to be false when it under-
stands a thing otherwise than as it is, that is so, if the word
otherwise refers to the thing understood; for the intellect is

false when it understands a thing to be otherwise than as it

is. Hence, the intellect would be false if it abstracted the
species of a stone from its matter in such a way as to think
that the species did not exist in matter, as Plato held .

8 But
it is not so, if the word otherwise be taken as referring to the

one who understands. For it is quite true that the mode of

understanding, in one who understands, is not the same as

the mode of a thing in being; since the thing understood is

immaterially in the one who understands, according to the

mode of the intellect, and not materially, according to the

mode of a material thing.

Reply Obj. 2 Some have thought that the species of a
natural thing is a form only, and that matter is not part of

the species .
9 If that were so, matter would not enter into the

definition of natural things. Therefore we must disagree and
say that matter is twofold, common and signate

,
or indi-

vidual: common, such as flesh and bone, individual, such as

this flesh and these bones. The intellect therefore abstracts

the species of a natural thing from the individual sensible

matter, but not from the common sensible matter. For ex-

ample, it abstracts the species of man from this flesh and
these bones

,
which do not belong to the species as such, but

to the individual
,

10 and need not be considered in the species.

But the species of man cannot be abstracted by the intellect

from flesh and bones.

Mathematical species, however, can be abstracted by the

intellect not only from individual sensible matter, but also

from common sensible matter. But they cannot be abstracted

from common intelligible matter, but only from individual

intelligible matter. For sensible matter is corporeal matter

as subject to sensible qualities, such as being cold or hotv

hard or soft, and the like; while intelligible matter is sub-

8
Cf. above, q. 84, a, 4 ,
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stance as subject to quantity. Now it is manifest that quan-

tity is in substance before sensible qualities are. Hence quan-

tities, such as number, dimension, and figures, which are the

terminations of quantity, can be considered apart from sen-

sible qualities, and this is to abstract them from sensible

matter. But they cannot be considered without understand-

ing the substance which is subject to the quantity, for that

would be to abstract them from common intelligible matter.

Vet they can be considered apart from this or that substance,

and this is to abstract them from individual intelligible mat-

ter.

But some things can be abstracted even from common in-

telligible matter, such as being, unity, potency, act

,

and the

like, all of which can exist without matter, as can be verified

in the case of immaterial substances. And because Plato

failed to consider the twofold kind of abstraction, as above
explained, he held that all those things which we have stated

to be abstracted by the intellect, are abstract in reality.11

Reply Obj. 3. Colors, as being in individual corporeal mat-
ter, have the same mode of being as the power of sight; and
therefore they can impress their own image on the eye. But
phantasms, since they are images of individuals, and exist in

corporeal organs, have not the same mode of being as the

human intellect, as is clear from what we have said, and
therefore they have not the power of themselves to make an
impression on the possible intellect. But through the power
of the agent intellect, there results in the possible intellect

a certain likeness produced by the turning of the agent intel-

lect toward the phantasms. This likeness represents what is

in the phantasms, but includes only the nature of the species.

It is thus that the intelligible species is said to be abstracted

from the phantasm, not that the identical form which pre-

viously was in the phantasm is subsequently in the possible

intellect, as a body transferred from one place to another.

Reply Obj. 4. Not only does the agent intellect illumine

phantasms, it does more; by its power intelligible species are

abstracted from phantasms. It illumines phantasms because,

just as the sensitive part acquires a greater power by its con-

junction with the intellectual part, so through the power of

the agent intellect phantasms are made more fit for the ab-
straction of intelligible intentions from them. Now the agent

“Cf. above, q. 84, a. 1; cf. also q. 50, a. 2.
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intellect abstracts intelligible species from phantasms inas-
much as by its power we are able to take into our considera-
tion the natures of species without individual conditions. It

is in accord with their likenesses that the possible intellect

is informed.

Reply Obj

.

5. Our intellect both abstracts the intelligible

species from phantasms, inasmuch as it considers the natures
of things universally, and yet understands these natures in

the phantasms, since it cannot understand the things, of
which it abstracts the species, without turning to phantasms,
as we have said above.12

Second Article

WHETHER THE INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES ABSTRACTED
PROM PHANTASMS ARE RELATED TO OUR INTELLECT

AS THAT WHICH IS UNDERSTOOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the intelligible species ab-

stracted from phantasms are related to our intellect as that

which is understood. For the understood in act is in the one
who understands* since the understood in act is the intellect

itself in act. But nothing of what is understood is in the actu-

ally understanding intellect save the abstracted intelligible

species. Therefore this species is what is actually understood.

Obj. 2. Further, what is actually understood must be in

something; or else it would be nothing. But it is not in some-

thing outside the soul, for, since what is outside the soul is

material, nothing therein can be actually understood. There-

fore what is actually understood is in the intellect. Conse-

quently it can be nothing else than the aforesaid intelligible

species.

Obj. 3. Further, the Philosopher says that words are signs

of the passions in the soul.
13 But words signify the things

understood, for we express by word what we understand.

Therefore these passions of the soul, viz, the intelligible

species, are what is actually understood.

On the contrary
,
The intelligible species is to the intellect

what the sensible species is to the sense. But the sensible

species is not what is perceived, but rather that by which

13
Q. 84, a. 7.

13
Perth., I, 1 (16a 3).
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the sense perceives. Therefore the intelligible species is not

what is actually understood, but that by which the intellect

understands.

I answer that

,

Some14 have asserted that our intellectual

powers know only the impressions made on them, as, for

example, that sense is cognizant only of the impression made
on its own organ. According to this theory, the intellect un-

derstands only its own impressions, namely, the intelligible

species which it has received.

This is, however, manifestly false for two reasons. First,

because the things we understand are also the objects of

science. Therefore, if what we understand is merely the in-

telligible species in the soul, it would follow that every sci-

ence would be concerned, not with things outside the soul,

but only with the intelligible species within the soul, just as,

according to the teaching of the Platonists, all the sciences

are about Ideas, which they held to be that which is actually

understood .

15 Secondly, it is untrue, because it would lead

to the opinion of the ancients who maintained that whatever
seems, is true

,

16 and that consequently contradictories are

true simultaneously. For if a power knows only its own im-

pressions, it can judge only of them. Now a thing seems
according to the impression made on the cognitive power.

Consequently the cognitive power will always judge of its

own impression as such, and so every judgment will be true.

For instance, if taste perceived only its own impression, when
anyone with a healthy taste perceives that honey is sweet,

he would judge truly, and if anyone with a corrupt taste per-

ceives that honey is bitter, this would be equally true; for

each would judge according to the impression on his taste.

Thus every opinion, in fact, every sort of apprehension,

would be equally true.

Therefore it must be said that the intelligible species is

related to the intellect as that by which it understands.
Which is proved thus. Now action is twofold, as it is said

in Metaph. ix :
17 one which remains in the agent (for in-

stance, to see and to understand), and another which passes

into an external object (for instance, to heat and to cut).

u The reference seems to be to Protagoras and to Heraclitus, cf.

Aristotle, Metaph VIII, 3 (1047a 6); III, 3 (1005b 25).
35 Q 84,

a. 1 and 4.
19 Cf Aristotle, MetaphM HI, 5 (1009a 8).

17 Op. cit.,

win, 8 (1050a 23).
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Each of these actions proceeds in virtue of some form. And
just as the form from which proceeds an act tending to some-
thing external is the likeness of the object of the action, as
heat in the heater is a likeness of the thing heated, so the
form from which proceeds an action remaining in the agent
is a likeness of the object. Hence that by which the sight

sees is the likeness of the visible thing; and the likeness of

the thing understood, that is, the intelligible species, is the

form by which the intellect understands. But since the in-

tellect reflects upon itself, by such reflection it understands
both its own act of understanding, and the species by which
it understands. Thus the intelligible species is secondarily

that which is understood, but that which is primarily under-

stood is the thing, of which the species is the likeness.

This also appears from the opinion of the ancient philos-

ophers, who said that like is known by like ,
18 For they said

that the soul knows the earth outside itself by the earth

within itself
;
and so of the rest. If, therefore, we take thr

species of the earth instead of the earth, in accord with Aris-

totle who says that a stone is not in the soul, but only the

likeness of the stone,19 it follows that by means of its intel-

ligible species the soul knows the things which are outside it.

Reply Obf . i. The thing understood is in the knower by
its own likeness. It is in this sense that we say that the

thing actually understood is the intellect in act, because the

likeness of the thing understood is the form of the intellect,

just as the likeness of a sensible thing is the form of the

sense in act. Hence it does not follow that the abstracted

intelligible species is what is actually understood; but rather

that it is the likeness thereof.

Reply Ob] . 2. In these words the thing actually understood

there is a double meaning*—the thing which is understood,

and the fact that it is understood. In like manner, the words

abstract universal mean two things, the nature of a thing and

its abstraction or universality. Therefore the nature itself

which suffers the act of being understood, or the act of be-

ing abstracted, or the intention of universality, exists only

in individuals; but that it is understood, abstracted or con-

sidered as universal is in the intellect. We see something
13 The opinion of Empedocles, according to Aristotle, De An,, I, 5

(409b 26) , and of Plato * cf op. cit , I, 2 (404b 17)*
35 Op. tit., HI,

8 (431b 29).
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similar to this in the senses. For the sight sees the color

of the apple apart from its smell. If therefore it be asked

where is the color which is seen apart from the smell, it is

quite clear that the color which is seen is only in the apple;

but that it be perceived apart from the smell, this is owing

to the sight, inasmuch as sight receives the likeness of color

and not of smell. In like manner, the humanity which is

understood exists only in this or that man, but that human-
ity be apprehended without the conditions of individuality,

that is, that it be abstracted and consequently considered as

universal, befalls humanity inasmuch as it is perceived by the

intellect, in which there is a likeness of the specific nature,

but not of the individual principles.

Reply Obj. 3. There are two operations in the sensitive

part. One is limited to immutation, and thus the operation

of the senses takes place when the senses are impressed by
the sensible. The other is formation, inasmuch as the imagi-

nation forms for itself an image of an absent thing, or even
of something never seen. Both of these operations are found
In the intellect. For in the first place there is the passion

of the possible intellect as informed by the intelligible spe-

cies; and then the possible intellect, as thus informed, then
forms a definition, or a division, or a composition, which is

expressed by language And so, the notion signified by a term
is a definition; and a proposition signifies the intellect’s di-

vision or composition Words do not therefore signify the

intelligible species themselves; but that which the intellect

forms for itself for the purpose of judging of external things,

Third Article

WHETHER THE MORE UNIVERSAL IS FIRST IN OUR
INTELLECTUAL COGNITION?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the more universal is not
first in our intellectual cognition. For what is first and more
known in its own nature is secondarily and less known in

relation to ourselves. But universals come first as regards
their nature, because that is first which does not involve the

existence of its correlative . Therefore universals are second-*

axily known by our intellect.
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Obj. 2 . Further, the composite precedes the simple in rela-

tion to us. But universals are the more simple. Therefore
they are known secondarily by us.

Obj . 3. Further, the Philosopher says that the object de-
fined comes in our knowledge before the parts of its defini-

tion.
20 But the more universal is part of the definition of the

less universal, as animal is part of the definition of man.
Therefore universals are secondarily known by us.

Obj. 4. Further, we know causes and principles by their

effects* But universals are principles. Therefore universals

are secondarily known by us.

On the contrary
, We must proceed from the universal t&

the singular 21

1 answer that

,

In our knowledge there are two things to bf*

considered. First, that intellectual knowledge in some degree

arises from sensible knowledge. Now because sense has sin-

gular and individual things for its object, and intellect has
the universal for its object, it follows that our knowledge of

the former comes before our knowledge of the latter. Sec-

ondly, we must consider that our intellect proceeds from a

state of potentiahty to a state of actuality; and that every

power thus proceeding from potentiality to actuality comes
first to an incomplete act, which is intermediate between po-

tentiality and actuality, before accomplishing the perfect act.

The perfect act of the intellect is complete knowledge, when
the object is distinctly and determinately known; whereas

the incomplete act is imperfect knowledge, when the object

is known indistinctly, and as it were confusedly. A thing thus

imperfectly known is known partly in act and partly in po-

tentiality. Hence the Philosopher says that what is manifest

and certain is known to us at first confusedly; afterwards we
know it by distinguishing its principles and elements ,

22 Now
it is evident that to know something that comprises many
things, without a proper knowledge of each thing contained

in it, is to know that thing confusedly. In this way we can

have knowledge not only of the universal whole, which con-

tains parts potentially, but also of the integral whole; for

each whole can be known confusedly, without its parts be-

ing known distinctly. But to know distinctly what is con-

tained in the universal whole is to know the less common;

Phys., I, 1 (184b xi).
21 Ibid , (184a 23).

23 Ibid. (184a 21).
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and thus to know animal indistinctly is to know it as animal

,

whereas to know animal distinctly is to know it as rational

or irrational animal
,
that is, to know a man or a lion. And

so our intellect knows animal before it knows man
;
and the

same reason holds in comparing any more universal concept

with the less universal.

Moreover, as sense, like the Intellect, proceeds from po-

tentiality to act, the same order of knowledge appears in the

senses. For by sense we judge of the more common before the

less common, in reference both to place and time. In refer-

ence to place, when a thing is seen afar off it is seen to be a

body before it is seen to be an animal, and to be an ani-

mal before it is seen to be a man, and to be a man before it

is seen to be Socrates or Plato The same is true as regards

time, for a child can distinguish man from not-man before

he distinguishes this man from that, and therefore children

at first call all men fathers, and later on distinguish each

one from the others ,
23 The reason of this is clear: he who

knows a thing indistinctly is in a state of potentiality as

regards its principle of distinction; just as he who knows
genus is in a state of potentiality as regards difference. Thus
it is evident that indistinct knowledge is midway between
potentiality and act.

We must therefore conclude that knowledge of the singular

and individual is prior, as regards us, to the knowledge of

the universal, just as sensible knowledge is prior to intel

lectual knowledge. But in both sense and intellect the knowl-
edge of the more common precedes the knowledge of the less

common.
Repy Obj. r. The universal can be considered in two ways.

First, the universal nature may be considered together with

the intention of universality. And since the intention of uni-

versality—viz., the relation of one and the same to many

—

is due to intellectual abstraction, the universal thus consid-

ered is subsequent in our knowledge. Hence it is said that the

universal animal is either nothing or something subsequent.2^

But according to Plato, who held that universals are sub-

sisted, the universal considered thus would be prior to the

particular, for the latter, according to him, are mere partici-

pations in the subsisted universals which he called Ideas .
25

*Ibid (184b 12). ^Aristotle, De An., I, 1 (402b 7).
25 CL

above, q 84, a. 1.
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Secondly, the universal can be considered according to the
nature itself (for instance, animality or humanity) as exist-

ing in the individual. And thus we must distinguish two
orders of nature: one, by way of generation and time; and
thus the imperfect and the potential come first In this way
the more common comes first in the order of nature. This
appears clearly in the generation of man and animal; for

the animal is generated before man
,
as the Philosopher says.26

The other order is the order of perfection or of the inten-

tion of nature. For instance, act considered absolutely is nat-

urally prior to potentiality, and the perfect to the imperfect;

and thus the less common comes naturally before the more
common, as man comes before animal. For the intention of

nature does not stop at the generation of animal, but aims
at the generation of man.

Reply Obj . 2. The more common universal may be com-
pared to the less common as a whole, and as a part. As a
whole, inasmuch as in the more universal there is potentially

contained not only the less universal, but also other things;

as in animal is contained not only man but also horse . As
a part, inasmuch as the less common universal contains in

its notion not only the more common, but also more; as man
contains not only animal but also rational . Therefore animal

considered in itself is in our knowledge before man
;
but man

comes before animal considered as a part of the notion of

man.
Reply Ob]. 3. A part can be known in two ways. First,

absolutely considered in itself; and thus nothing prevents

the parts from being known before the whole, as stones are

known before a house is known. Secondly, as belonging to

a certain whole; and thus we must needs know the whole

before its parts. For we know a house confusedly before we
know its different parts. So, likewise, that which defines is

known before the thing defined is known; otherwise the thing

defined would not be made known by the definition. But as

parts of the definition they are known after. For we know
man confusedly as man before we know how to distinguish

all that belongs to human nature.

Reply Obj. 4 The universal, as understood with the in-

tention of universality, is, in a certain manner, a principle

“Aristotle, De Getter. Anim II, 3 (736b 2). 1
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of knowledge, in so far as the intention of universality re-

sults from the mode of understanding, which is by way of

abstraction. But that which is a principle of knowledge is

not of necessity a principle of being, as Plato thought, since

at times we know a cause through its effect, and substance

through accidents. Therefore the universal thus considered,

according to the opinion of Aristotle, is neither a principle of

being, nor a substance, as he makes clear 27 But if we consider

the generic or specific nature itself as existing in the sin-

gular, thus in a way it has the character of a formal principle

in regard to singulars; for the singular is the result of matter,

while the nature of the species is from the form. But the

generic nature is compared to the specific nature rather after

the fashion of a material principle, because the generic nature

is taken from that which is material in a thing, while the

nature of the species is taken from that which is formal.

Thus the notion of animal is taken from the sensitive part,

whereas the notion of man is taken from the intellectual

part. Thus it is that the ultimate intention of nature is to-

wards the species and not the individual, or the genus; be-

cause the form is the end of generation, while matter is for

the sake of the form. Neither is it necessary that the knowl-
edge of any cause or principle should be subsequent in rela-

tion to us, since through sensible causes we sometimes
become acquainted with unknown effects, and sometimes
conversely.

Fourth Article

WHETHER WE CAN UNDERSTAND MANY THINGS AT THE
SAME TIME?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that we can understand many
things at the same time. For intellect is above time, whereas
the succession of before and after belongs to time. Therefore
the intellect does not understand different things in succes-

sion, but at the same time.

Obj. 2. Further, there is nothing to prevent different forms
not opposed to each other from actually being in the same
subject, as, for instance, color and smell are in the apple.

^Anstotle, Metaph VI, 13 (1038b 8).
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But intelligible species are not opposed to each other. There-
fore there is nothing to prevent the same intellect from being
in act as regards different intelligible species. Thus it can
understand many things at the same time.

Obj. 3 • Further, the intellect understands a whole at the
same time, such as a man or a house. But a whole contains
many parts. Therefore the intellect understands many things

at the same time.

Obj. 4. Further, we cannot know the difference between
two things unless we know both at the same time; 28 and the
same is to be said of any other comparison. But our intel-

lect knows the difference between one thing and another.

Therefore it knows many things at the same time.

On the contrary

,

It is said that understanding is of one
thing only, science is of many 29

I answer that, The intellect can, indeed, understand many
things as one, but not as many, that is to say, by one but

not by many* intelligible species. For the mode of every action

follows the form which is the principle of that action. There-

fore whatever things the intellect can understand under one

species, it can understand together. Hence it is that God sees

all things at the same time, because He sees all in one, that

is, in His essence. But whatever things the intellect under-

stands under different species, it does not understand at the

same time. The reason for this is that it is impossible for

one and the same subject to be perfected at the same time

by many forms of one genus and diverse species, just as it

is impossible for one and the same body at the same time

to have different colors or different shapes. Now all intel-

ligible species belong to one genus, because they are the per-

fections of one intellectual power even though the things

which the species represent belong to different genera. There-

fore it is impossible for one and the same intellect to be per-

fected at the same time by different intelligible species so

as actually to understand different things.

Reply Obj. 1. The intellect is above that time which is

the measure of the movement of corporeal things. But the

multitude itself of intelligible species causes a certain suc-

cession of intelligible operations, according as one operation

is prior to another. And this succession is called time by
28
Anstotle, De An., jlH, 2 (426b 22),

89
Aristotle, Top, II, 10

(114b 34).
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Augustine, who says that God moves the spiritual creature

through time

.

30

Reply Ob). 2 Not only is it impossible for opposite forms

to exist at the same time in the same subject, but neither

can any forms belonging to the same genus, although they

be not opposed to one another, as is clear from the examples

of colors and shapes.

Reply Obj. 3. Parts can be understood in two ways First,

in a confused way, as existing in the whole; and thus they

are known through the one form of the whole, and so are

known together. In another way, they are known distinctly;

and thus each is known by its species, and hence they are

not understood at the same time.

Reply Ob). 4. If the intellect sees the difference or com-
parison between one thing and another, it knows both in re-

lation to their difference or comparison
,
just as it knows the

parts in the whole, as we said above.

Fifth Article

WHETHER OUR INTELLECT UNDERSTANDS BY
COMPOSITION AND DIVISION?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection x. It would seem that our intellect does not un-
derstand by composition and division. For composition and
division are only of many, whereas the intellect cannot un-
derstand many things at the same time. Therefore it cannot
understand by composition and division

Ob). 2. Further, every composition and division implies

past, present, or future time. But the intellect abstracts from
time, as also from other particular conditions. Therefore the
intellect does not understand by composition and division.

Ob). 3. Further, the intellect understands things by an
assimilation to them. But composition and division are not
in things; for nothing is in things but the thing which is

signified by the predicate and the subject, and which is one
and the same thing, provided that the composition be true;

for man is truly what animal is Therefore the intellect does
not act by composition and division.

On the contrary
,
Words signify the conceptions of the in-

80 De Genesi ad Litt } VIII, 20; 22 (PL 34, 388; 389).
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tellect, as the Philosopher says.31 But in words we find com-
position and division, as appears in affirmative and negative
propositions. Therefore the intellect acts by composition and
division.

I answer that, The human intellect must of necessity un-
derstand by composition and division. For since the intellect

passes from potentiality to act, it has a likeness to generable

things, which do not attain to perfection all at once but ac-

quire it by degrees. In the same way, the human intellect

does not acquire perfect knowledge of a thing by the first

apprehension; but it first apprehends something of the thing,

such as its quiddity, which is the first and proper object of

the intellect; and then it understands the properties, acci-

dents, and various dispositions affecting the essence Thus it

necessarily relates one thing with another by composition or

division, and from one composition and division it neces-

sarily proceeds to another, and this is reasoning .

But the angelic and the divine intellects, like all incor-

ruptible beings, have their perfection at once from the begin-

ning. Hence the angelic and the divine intellect have the

entire knowledge of a thing at once and perfectly; and hence,

in knowing the quiddity of a thing, they know at once what-
ever we can know by composition, division and reasoning.

Therefore the human intellect knows by composition, di-

vision and reasoning. But the divine and the angelic intellects

have a knowledge of composition, division, and reasoning,

not by the process itself, but by understanding the simple

essence.

Reply Obj. 1. Composition and division of the intellect

are made by differentiating and comparing Hence the intel-

lect knows many things by composition and division, by
knowing the difference and comparison of things.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the intellect abstracts from phan-

tasms, it does not understand actually without turning to the

phantasms, as we have said,
32 And in so far as the intellect

turns to phantasms, composition and division involve time.

Reply Obj. 3. The likeness of a thing is received into the

intellect according to the mode of the intellect, not according

to the mode of the thing. Hence, although something on the

part of the thing corresponds to the composition and divisioH

of the intellect, still, it does not exist in the same way in the
31
Perth

f
I, 1 (16a 3). 1; q. 84, a, 7.
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Intellect and in the thing. For the proper object of the human
intellect is the quiddity of a material thing, which is appre-

hended by the senses and the imagination. Now in a material

thing there is a twofold composition. First, there is the com-
position of form with matter. To this corresponds that com-
position of the intellect whereby the universal whole is predi-

cated of its part * for the genus is derived from common matter,

while the difference that completes the species is derived

from the form, and the particular from individual matter.

The second composition is of accident with subject; and to

this composition corresponds that composition of the intel-

lect whereby accident is predicated of subject, as when we
say the man is white. Nevertheless, the composition of the

intellect differs from the composition of things; for the com-
ponents in the thing are diverse, whereas the composition of

the intellect is a sign of the identity of the components. For the

above composition of the intellect was not such as to assert

that man is whiteness
;
but the assertion, the man is white

,

means that the man is something having whiteness . In other

words, man is identical in subject with the being having
whiteness . It is the same with the composition of form and
matter. For animal signifies that which has a sensitive na-
ture; rational

,
that which has an intellectual nature; man,

that which has both; and Socrates
,
that which has all these

things together with individual matter. And so, according to

this kind of identity our intellect composes one thing with
another by means of predication.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECT CAN BE FALSE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1 It would seem that the intellect can be false,

for the Philosopher says that truth and falsehood are in the

mind.
33 But the mind and intellect are the same, as is shown

above.34 Therefore falsehood may be in the intellect.

Obj . 2. Further, opinion and reasoning belong to the in-

tellect. But falsehood exists in both. Therefore falsehood can
be in the intellect.

Ob], 3. Further, sin is in the intellectual part. But sin in-

83 Metaph V, 4 (1027b 27).
W
Q. 72.
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volves falsehood, for those err that work evil (Prov . xiv. 22).
Therefore falsehood can be in the intellect

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that everyone who is de-

ceived, does not rightly understand that wherein he is de-

ceived ,

35 And the Philosopher says that the intellect is always
true?Q

I answer that
, The Philosopher compares the intellect with

the sense on this point .

37 For the sense is not deceived in its

proper object (as sight in regard to color), save accidentally,

through some hindrance to the sensible organ For example,

the taste of a fever-stricken person judges a sweet thing to be
bitter, because his tongue is vitiated by ill humors The sense,

however, may be deceived as regards common sensible ob-

jects, as size or figure, as when, for example, it judges the sun
to be only a foot in diameter, whereas in reality it exceeds the

earth in size. Much more is the sense deceived concerning ac-

cidental sensible objects, as when it judges that vinegar is

honey because the color is similar. The reason of this is evi-

dent. Every power, as such, is essentially directed to its

proper object; and things of this kind are always uniform.

Hence, so long as the power exists, its judgment concerning

its own proper object does not fail. Now the proper object of

the intellect is the quiddity in a thing. Hence, properly

speaking, the intellect is not in error concerning this quid-

dity; whereas it may go astray as regards the accompani-

ments of the essence or quiddity in the thing, either in refer-*

ring one thing to another, in what concerns composition or

division, or also in the process of reasoning That is why it is

also true that the intellect cannot err in regard to those

propositions which are understood as soon as their terms are

understood. Such is the case with first principles, from which

there also arises infallible truth in the certitude of science

with respect to its conclusions.

The intellect, however, may be accidentally deceived in the

quiddity of composite things, not by the defect of its organ,

for the intellect is a power that is independent of an organ,

but on the part of the composition affecting the definition.

This may happen, for instance, when the definition of a thing

is false in relation to something else, as the definition of a

35 Lib 83 Quaest

,

q 32 (PL 40, 22).
M De An,, HI, 10 (433a 26).

91
Op. ctt, IH, 6 (430b 2$\.
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circle predicated of a triangle, or when a definition is false in

itself as involving the composition of things incompatible, as,

for instance, to describe anything as a rational winged ani-

mal. Hence as regards simple things, in whose definitions

there is no composition, we cannot be deceived; but if we fail,

we fail completely in understanding them, as is said in

Metaph. ix.
88

Reply Obj . 1 The Philosopher says that falsehood is in the

intellect in regard to composition and division. The same an-

swer applies to the second objection concerning opinion and
reasoning; as well as to the third objection

,

concerning the

error of the sinner, who errs in the practical judgment of

the appetible object. But in the absolute consideration of the

quiddity of a thing, and of those things which are known
thereby, the intellect is never deceived. In this sense are to be
understood the authorities quoted in proof of the opposite

conclusion.

Seventh Article

WHETHER ONE PERSON CAN UNDERSTAND ONE AND THE
SAME THING BETTER THAN ANOTHER CAN?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article —
Objection 1. It would seem that one person cannot under-

stand on and the same thing better than another can. For
Augustine says: Whoever understands a thing otherwise than

as it is, does not understand it at all . Hence it is clear that

there is a perfect understanding, than which none other is

more perfect; and therefore there are not infinite degrees of
understanding a thing, nor can one person understand a thing

better than another canP
Obj. 2. Further, the intellect is true in its act of under-

standing. But truth, being a certain equality between thought
and thing, is not subject to more or less; for a thing cannot
be said to be more or less equal. Therefore a thing cannot be
more or less understood.

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect is that which most pertains to

the form in man. But different forms cause different species.

^Aristotle, Metaph., VUE, 10 (1052a 1).

v(PL 40, 22).

Lib. 83 Quaest q 32
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Therefore if one man understands better than another, it

would seem that they do not belong to the same species.

On the contrary, Experience shows that some understand
more profoundly than do others; as one who carries a con-
clusion to its first principles and ultimate causes understands
it better than the one who reduces it only to its proximate
causes.

I answer that, To say that a thing is understood more by
one than by another may be taken in two senses. First, so

that the word more be taken as determining the act of under-
standing as regards the thing understood; and thus, one can-

not understand the same thing more than another, because
to understand it otherwise than as it is, either better or worse,

would be to be deceived rather than to understand, as Au-
gustine argues. In another sense, the word more can be taken
as determining the act of understanding on the part of the

one who understands. In this way, one may understand the

same thing better than someone else, through having a
greater power of understanding; just as a man may see a
thing better with his bodily sight, whose power is greater,

and whose sight is more perfect. The same applies to the in-

tellect in two ways. First, as regards the intellect itself, which
is more perfect. For it is plain that the better the disposition

of a body, the better the soul allotted to it; which clearly ap-

pears in things of different species. The reason for this is that

act and form are received into matter according to the ca-

pacity of matter; and thus because some men have bodies of

better disposition, their souls have a greater power of under-

standing. Hence, it is said that those who have soft flesh are

of apt mind.A<> Secondly, this occurs in regard to the lower

powers of which the intellect needs its operation; for those in

whom the imaginative, cogitative and memorative powers are

of better disposition, are better disposed to understand.

The reply to the first objection is clear from the above;

and likewise the reply to the second, for the truth of the in-

tellect consists in this, that the intellect understands a thing

as it is.

Reply Obj. 3. The difference of form which is due only to

the different disposition of matter causes, not a specific, but

only a numerical, difference; for different individuals have

40
Aristotle, De An., II, 9 (421a 25).
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different forms, diversified according to the diversity of

matter.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECT UNDERSTANDS THE INDIVISIBLE

BEFORE THE DIVISIBLE?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article *

—

Objection 1, It would seem that the intellect understands

the indivisible before the divisible. For the Philosopher says

that we understand and know from the knowledge of prin-

ciples and elements 41 But indivisibles are the principles and
elements of divisible things. Therefore the indivisible is

known to us before the divisible.

Obj. 2. Further, the definition of a thing contains what is

'known antecedently, for a definition proceeds from the first

and more known

,

as is said Topic, vi
42 But the indivisible

is included in the definition of the divisible, as a point comes
into the definition of a line; for, as Euclid says, a line is

length without breadth, the extremities of which are two
points 43 So, too, unity comes into the definition of number,
for number is multitude measured by one, as is said in Me-
tapk. x.

44 Therefore our intellect understands the indivisible

before the divisible.

Obj. 3 Further, Like is known by like But the indivisible

is more like to the intellect than is the divisible, because the

intellect is simple 45 Therefore our intellect first knows the
indivisible.

On the contrary, It is said that the indivisible is made
known as a privation 46 But privation is known secondarily.

Therefore so is the indivisible.

I answer that, The object of our intellect in its present

state is the quiddity of a material thing, which it abstracts

from phantasms, as was stated above.47 And since that which
is known first and of itself by our cognitive power is its

proper object, we must consider its relationship to that quid-

dity in order to discover in what order the indivisible is

41 Phys., J, x (184a 12). ^Aristotle, Top., VI, 4 (141a 32).
"8 Geometna, trans. Boethius, I (PL 63, 1307).

u
Aristotle, Metaph

,

IX, 6 (1057a 3). "Aristotle, De An., EH, 4 (429a 18; b 23).
m Op. cit

,

HI, 6 (430b 21).
47 A, 1 ; q 84, a 7
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known. Now the indivisible is threefold, as is said in De
Anima iii .

48
First, the continuous is indivisible, since it is

actually undivided, although potentially divisible. This in-

divisible is known to us before its division, which is a division

into parts, because confused knowledge is prior to distinct

knowledge, as we have said above. Secondly, there is the in-

divisible in species, as man’s nature is something indivisible.

This way, also, the indivisible is understood before its divi-

sion into the parts of the nature, as we have said above; and
also before the intellect composes and divides by affirmation

and negation. The reason of this priority is that both these
lands of indivisible are understood by the intellect of itself as
its proper object The third kind of indivisible is what is al-

together indivisible, as a point and unity, which cannot be
divided either actually or potentially. And this indivisible is

known secondarily, through the privation of divisibility.

Therefore a point is defined by way of privation as that

which has no parts;49 and in like manner the notion of one
is that it is indivisible

,
as is stated in Metaph. x .

60 And the

reason for this posteriority is that this indivisible has a cer-

tain opposition to a corporeal being, the quiddity of which is

the primary and proper object of the intellect.

But if our intellect understood by participation in certain

separate indivisibles, as the Platonists maintained
,

51 it would
follow that such an indivisible is prior in the understanding,

for, according to the Platonists, it is first in being participated

by things 52

Reply Ob), x. In the acquisition of knowledge, principles

and elements are not always first; for sometimes from sen-

sible effects we arrive at the knowledge of principles and in-

telligible causes. But in perfect knowledge, the knowledge of

effects always depends on the knowledge of principles and
elements; for, as the Philosopher says in the same passage,

Then do we consider that we know, when we can resolve prin-

ciples into their causes .
6S

Reply Obj. 2. A point is not included in the definition of a

line in general; for it is manifest that in a line of indefinite

length, and also in a circular line, there is no point, save po-
48

Aristotle, De An

,

HI, 6 (430b 6) Euclid, Geomeiria, I (PL

63 , 1307).
50

Aristotle, Metaph
,
IX, 1 (1052b 16).

51 Cf above,

q. 84, a. 1 and 4 De Causis, I (p. 161).
63 Phys., I,

(184a 12).
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tentially. Euclid defines a straight line of definite length, and
therefore he includes a point in the definition as the limit in

the definition of that which is limited 54—Unity, however, is

the measure of number: wherefore it is included in the defini-

tion of a measured number. But it is not included in the

definition of the divisible, but rather conversely.

Reply Obj. 3 The likeness through which we understand
is the species of the thing known in the knower. Hence, a

thing is prior in being known, not according to the likeness

of its nature to the knowing power, but according to its

agreement with the proper object of that power. Otherwise,

sight would perceive hearing rather than color.

54 Geometria

,

I (PL 63, 1307).



Question LXXXVI

WHAT OUR INTELLECT KNOWS IN
MATERIAL THINGS

{In Four Articles)

We now have to consider what our intellect knows in mate-
rial things Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(i) Whether it knows singulars? (2) Whether it knows in-

finite things? (3) Whether it knows contingent things? (4)
Whether it knows future things?

First Article

WHETHER OUR INTELLECT KNOWS SINGULARS?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1, It would seem that our intellect knows singu-

lars. For whoever knows a composition, knows the terms of

composition. But our intellect knows this composition: Soc-

rates is a man

,

for the intellect can form a proposition to this

effect. Therefore our intellect knows this singular, Socrates.

Obj. 2. Further, the practical intellect directs to action*

But action has relation to singular things. Therefore the in

tellect knows the singular.

Obj. 3. Further, our intellect understands itself. But in it-

self it is a singular, or otherwise it would have no action of its

own; for actions belong to singulars. Therefore our intellect

knows singulars.

Obj . 4. Further, a superior power can do whatever is done

by an inferior power. But sense knows the singular. Much
more, therefore, can the intellect know it.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that the universal

is known by reason
,
and the singular is known by sense

}

1 answer that
,
Our intellect cannot know the singular in

material things directly and primarily. The reason for this is

that the principle of singularity in material things is individ-

ual matter; whereas our intellect, as we have said above,2

understands by abstracting the intelligible species from such

matter. Now what is abstracted from individual matter is

x Phys, I, 5 (189a $)•
2
Q* 85, a. 1.

423
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universal Hence our intellect knows directly only universals.

But indirectly, however, and as it were by a kind of reflexion,

it can know the singular, because, as we have said above,3

even after abstracting the intelligible species, the intellect, in

order to understand actually, needs to turn to the phantasms
in which it understands the species, as is said in De Anima
iii.

4 Therefore it understands the universal directly through

the intelligible species, and indirectly the singular repre-

sented by the phantasm. And thus it forms the proposition,

Socrates is a man.
Therefore the reply to the first objection is clear.

Reply Ob 2. The choice of a particular thing to be done is

as the conclusion of a syllogism formed by the practical in-

tellect, as is said in Ethics vii.
5 But a singular proposition

cannot be directly concluded from a universal proposition,

except through the medium of a singular proposition. There-

fore the universal principle of the practical intellect does not
move save through the medium of the particular apprehen-
sion of the sensitive part, as is said in De Anima iii.

6

Reply Obj . 3. Intelligibility is incompatible with the singu-

lar not as such, but as material; for nothing can be under-
stood otherwise than immaterially. Therefore if there be an
immaterial singular such as the intellect, there is no reason

why it should not be intelligible

Reply Obj. 4. The higher power can do what the lower
power can, but in a more eminent way. And so, what the

sense knows materially and concretely, which is to know the
singular directly, the intellect knows immaterially and in

the abstract, which is to know the universal.

3
Q. 84, a. 7.

*
Aristotle, De An

,

III, 7 (431b 2).
B Anstotlp

Eth.f VII, 3 (1147a 28).
6
Aristotle, De An, III, 11 (434a 16)



Question LXXXVII

HOW THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL KNOWS ITSELF
AND ALL THAT IS WITHIN ITSELF

{In Four Articles
)

We have now to consider how the intellectual soul knows
itself and all that is within itself. Under this head there are
four points of inquiry, (i) Whether the soul knows itself by
its own essence? (2) Whether it knows its own habits? (3)
How does the intellect know its own act? (4) How does it

know the act of the will?

First Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL KNOWS ITSELF BY
ITS ESSENCE?

We proceed thus to the First Article —
Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul knows

itself by its own essence. For Augustine says that the mino
knows itself by itself

,
because it is incorporeal .

1

Obj. 2 Further, both angels and human souls belong to the

genus of intellectual substance. But an angel understands

himself by his own essence. Therefore so does the human
soul.

Obj . 3. Further, in things without matter, the intellect and
that which is understood are the same? But the human mind
is without matter, not being the act of a body, as was stated

above.3 Therefore the intellect and its object are the same
in the human mind

,
and therefore the human mind under*'

stands itself by its own essence.

On the contrary

,

It is said that the intellect understands

itself in the same way as it understands other thingsA But it

understands other things, not by their essence, but by their

likenesses. Therefore it does not understand itself by its own '

essence.

I answer that
,
Everything is knowable so far as it is in act,

x De Trin., IX, 3 (PL 42, 963)
2
Aristotle, De An, IH, 4 (430a

3).
3
Q. 76, a. 1.

4
Aristotle, De An, III, 4 (430a 2).

42S
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and not so far as it is in potentiality
,

5 for a thing is a being,

and is true, and therefore knowable, according as it is actual.

This is quite clear as regards sensible things, for the eye does

not see what is potentially, but what is actually, colored. In

like manner, it is clear that the intellect, so far as it knows
material things, does not know save what is in act

;
and hence

it does not know primary matter except as proportionate to

form, as is stated Physics i
6 Consequently immaterial sub-

stances are intelligible by their own essence, according as

each one is actual by its own essence.

Therefore it is that the essence of God, the pure and per-

fect act, is absolutely and perfectly in itself intelligible; and
hence God by His own essence knows Himself, and all other

things also. The angelic essence belongs, indeed, to the genus

of intelligible things as act, but not as a pure act
,
nor as a

complete act
;
and hence the angehs act of intelligence is not

completed by his essence. For, although an angel understands

himself by his own essence, still he cannot understand all

other things by his own essence
;
he rather knows things other

than himself by their likenesses. Now the human intellect is

only potential in the genus of intelligible beings, just as pri-

mary matter is potential in the genus of sensible beings
;
and

hence it is called possible 7 Therefore in its essence the hu-

man intellect is potentially understanding. Hence it has in

itself the power to understand, but not to be understood, ex-

cept as it is made actual. For even the Platonists asserted

that an order of intelligible beings existed above the order

of intellects, since the intellect understands only by partici-

pation in the intelligible
,

8 for that which participates is be-

low what it participates.

If, therefore, the human intellect, as the Platonists held,

became actual by participating in separate intelligible Forms,
it would understand itself by such a participation in incorpo-

real beings. But as in this life our intellect has material and
sensible things for its proper object, as was stated above

,

9

it understands itself according as it is made actual by the
species abstracted from sensible things, through the light of

the agent intellect, which not only actualizes the intelligibles
e
Aristotle, Metapk, VIII, g (1051a 29).

0
Aristotle, Phys

,

I, 7
(191a 8)

7
Aristotle, De An

f
III, 4 (428a 22)

8 Cf Dionysius,
De Div . Nom, IV, 1 (PG 3, 693), De Causis

,
IX (p 169). Cf also

Proclus, EUm. of TheoL, prop. 163 and 164 (p. 142). ®Q. 84, a 7.



themselves, but also, by their instrumentality, actualizes the
possible intellect. Therefore the intellect knows itself, not by
its essence, but by its act. This happens in two ways: In the
first place, singularly, as when Socrates or Plato perceives
that he has an intellectual soul because he perceives that he
understands In the second place, universally, as when we
consider the nature of the human mind from a knowledge of

the intellectual act. It is true, however, that the judgment
and power of this knowledge, by which we know the nature
of the soul, comes to us according to the derivation of our
intellectual light from the divine truth which contains the

exemplars of all things, as was stated above 10 Hence Au-
gustine says: We gaze on the inviolable truth whence we can
as perfectly as possible define,

not what each man’s mind is
,

but what it ought to be in the light of the eternal exemplars .
n

There is, however, a difference between these two kinds of

knowledge, and it consists in this that the mere presence of

the mind suffices for the first, since the mind itself is the

principle of action whereby it perceives itself, and hence it

is said to know itself by its own presence. But as regards the

second kind of knowledge, the mere presence of the mind
does not suffice, but there is further required a careful and
subtle inquiry. Hence many are ignorant of the souks nature,

and many have erred about it. So Augustine says concerning

such mental inquiry: Let the mtnd strive not to see itself as

if it were absent, but to discern itself as present 12—i.e to

know how it differs from other things; which is to know its

essence and nature.

Reply Ob], i. The mind knows itself by means of itself,

because at length it arrives at a knowledge of itself, though

led thereto by its own act.—because it is itself that it knows,

since it loves itself, as Augustine says in the same passage.

Now a thing can be called self-evident in two ways, either

because we can know it by nothing else except itself, as first

principles are called self-evident, or because it is not acci-

dentally knowable, as color is visible of itself, whereas sub-

stance is visible accidentally.

Reply Obj. 2 The essence of an angel is as an act in the

genus of intelligible beings, and therefore it is both intellect

and the thing understood. Hence an angel apprehends his

10
Q, 84, a. 5.

31 De Tnn., IX, 6 (PL 42, 966) . Op. cit , X, 9

(PL 42, 980),
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own essence through himself; not so the human intellect,

which is either altogether in potentiality to intelligible things,

—as is the possible intellect,—or is the act of the intelligible

abstracted from the phantasms,—as is the agent intellect.

Reply Obj. 3. This saying of the Philosopher is universally

true in every kind of intellect. For as the sense in act is the

sensible in act, by reason of the sensible likeness which is the

form of the sense in act, so likewise the intellect in act is the

object understood in act, by reason of the likeness of the

thing understood, which is the form of the intellect in act. So
the human intellect, which becomes actual by the species of

the thing understood, is itself understood by the same species

as by its own form. Now to say that in things without matter

the intellect and what is understood are the same, is equal to

saying that as regards things actually understood the intel-

lect and what is understood are the same . For a thing is ac-

tually understood in that it is immaterial. But a distinction

must be drawn, since the essences of some things are im-

material, as the separate substances called angels, each of

which is understood and understands; whereas there are other

things whose essences are not without matter but only their

abstract likenesses. Hence the Commentator says that the

proposition quoted is true only of separate substances; 13 be-

cause in a sense it is verified in their regard, and not in regard

to other substances, as was already stated.

33 In De An, III, comm. 15 (VI 1691:).



THE END OF MAN

THE SUMMA CONTRA GENTILES

THIRD BOOK

CHAPTER II

("THAT EVERY AGENT ACTS FOR AN BNn

Accordingly we must first show that every agent, by its

action, intends an end.

For in those things which clearly act for an end, we de-

clare the end to be that towards which the movement of the

agent tends; for when this is reached, the end is said to be
reached, and to fail in this is to fail in the end intended. This
may be seen in the physician who aims at health, and in a
man who runs towards an appointed goal. Nor does it matter,

as to this, whether that which tends to an end be endowed
with knowledge or not; for just as the target is the end of the

archer, so is it the end of the arrow’s flight Now the move-
ment of every agent tends to something determinate, since

it is not from any force that any action proceeds, but heating

proceeds from heat, and cooling from cold
,
and therefore ac-

tions are differentiated by their active principles. Action

sometimes terminates in something made, as for instance

building terminates in a house, and healing in health; while

sometimes it does not so terminate, as for instance, in the

case of understanding and sensation. And if action terminates

in something made, the movement of the agent tends by Jiat

action towards the thing made; while if it does not terminate

in something made, the movement of the agent tends to the

action itself. It follows therefore that every agent intends an

end while acting, which end is sometimes the action itself,

sometimes a thing made by the action.

Again. In all things that act for an end, that is said to be

429
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the last end beyond which the agent seeks nothing further;

and thus the physician’s action goes as far as health, and

when this is attained, his efforts cease But in the action of

every agent, a point can be reached beyond which the agent

does not desire to go; or else actions would tend to infinity,

which is impossible, for since it is not possible to pass through

an infinite medium/ the agent would never begin to act, be-

cause nothing moves towards what it cannot reach. Therefore

every agent acts for an end.

Moreover. If the actions of an agent proceed to infinity,

these actions must needs result either in something made, or

not. If the result is something made, the being of that thing

made, will follow after an infinity of actions. But that

vvhich presupposes an infinity of things cannot possibly be,

since an infinite medium cannot be passed through^Now im-

possibility of being argues impossibility of becoming, and
that which cannot become, it is impossible to makg} There-

fore it is impossible for an agent to begin to make a thingTor

the making of which an infinity of actiom is presupposed .

—

If
,
however, the result of such actions be not something made,

the order of these actions must be either according to the

order of active powers (for instance, if a man feels that he
may imagine, and imagines that he may understand, and
understands that he may will), or according to the order of

objects (for instance, I consider the body that I may consider

the soul, which I consider in order to consider a separate sub-

stance, which again I consider so that I may consider God).
Now it is not possible to proceed to infinity, either in active

powers (as neither is this possible in the forms of things, as

is proved in Metaph. ii,
s since the form is the principle of

activity), or in objects (as neither is this possible in beings,

since there is one first being, as we have proved above)?
Therefore it is not possible for agents to proceed to infinity,

and consequently there must be something, upon whose at-

tainment the efforts of the agent cease. Therefore every agent
acts for an end.

Further. In things that act for an end, whatsoever comes
between the first agent and the last end, is an end in respect

to what precedes, and an active principle in respect of what
follows. Hence if the effort of the agent does not tend to

1 Anstotle, Post Anal
,
1

, 22 (82b 38).
2
Anstotle, Metaph Ia, 2

(994, 6). *C. G. I, 42.
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something determinate, and if its action, as stated, proceeds
to infinity, the active principles must needs proceed to in-

finity; which is impossible, as we have shown above. There-
fore the effort of the agent must of necessity tend to some-
thing determinate.

Again. Every agent acts either by nature or by intellect.

Now there can be no doubt thaT those which act by intellect

act for an end, since they act with an intellectual preconcep-
tion of what they attain by their action, and they act through
such a preconception; for this is to act by intellect. Now just

as in the preconceiving intellect there exists the entire like-

ness of the effect that is attained by the action of the intel-

lectual being, so in the natural agent there pre-exists the like-

ness of the natural effect, by virtue of which the action is

determined to the appointed effect; for fire begets fire, and
an olive produces an olive. Therefore, even as that which acts

by intellect tends by its action to a definite end, so also does

that which acts by nature. Therefore every agent acts for an
end.

Moreover. Fault is not found save in those things which
are for an end, for we do not find fault with one who fails in

that to which he is not appointed; and thus we find fault with

a "physician ifhe failto heal, but not with a builder or a

grammarian. But we find fault in things done according to

art, as when a grammariajl tails^TJpe^'correctfy , ancLin

Sungs that are ruled by nature, asIn the case of monstros-

itiesT Therefor^ according to nature, or

according to art, or acting of set purpose, acts for an end.

Again. Were an agent not to act for a definite effect, all

effects would be indifferent to it. Now that which is indiffer-

ent to many effects does not produce one rather than another.

Therefore, from that which is indifferent to either of two

effects, no effect results, unless it be determined by something

to one of them. Hence it would be impossible for it to act.

Therefore every agent tends to some definite effect, which is

called its end.

There are, however, certain actions which would seem not

to be for an end, such as playful and contemplative actions
r

and those which are done without attention, such as scratch-

ing one’s beard, and the like. Whence some might be led to

think that there is an agent that acts not for an end.—But

we must observe that contemplative actions are not for an-
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other end, but are themselves an end. Playful actions are

sometimes an end, when one plays for the mere pleasure of

play; and sometimes they are for an end, as when we play

that afterwards we may study better. Actions done without

attention do not proceed from the intellect, but from some
sudden act of the imagination, or some natural principle;

and thus a disordered humor produces an itching sensation

and is the cause of a man scratching his beard, which he does

without his intellect attending to it. Such actions do tend to

an end, although outside the order of the intellect. Hereby is

excluded the error of certain natural philosophers of old, who
maintained that all things happen by the necessity of matter,

thus utterly banishing the final cause from things ,
4

*Cf. Aristotle, Phys II, 8 (198b 12).

CHAPTER III

THAT EVERY AGENT ACTS EOR A GOOD

Hence we must go on to prove that every agent acts for a
good.

For that every agent acts for an end clearly follows from
the fact that every agent tends to something definite. Now
that to which an agent tends definitely must needs be befit-

ting to that agent, since the agent would not tend to it save

because of some fittingness thereto. But that which is befit-

ting to a thing is good for it. Therefore every agent acts for

a good.

Further. The end is that wherein the appetite of the agent

or mover comes to rest, as also the appetite of that which is

moved. Now it is the very notion of good to be the term of

appetite, since good is the object of every appetite

}

There-

fore all action and movement is for a good.

Again. All action and movement would seem to be directed

in some way to being, either for the preservation of being in

the species or in the individual, or for the acquisition of be-

ing. Now this itself, namely, being, is a good; and for this

reason all things desire being. Therefore all action and move-
ment is for a good.

Furthermore. All action and movement is for some perfec-

tion. For if the action itself be the end, it is clearly a second
1
Aristotle, Eth., I, x (1094a x).
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perfection of the agent. And if the action consist in the trans-

formation of external matter, clearly the mover intends to

induce some perfection into the thing moved, towards which
perfection the movable also tends, if the movement be nat-

ural. Now we say that this is to be good, namely, to be per-

fect. Therefore every action and movement is for a good.

Also. Every agent acts according as it is actual. Now by
acting it tends to something similar to itself. Therefore it

tends to an act. But an act has the nature of good, since evil

is not found save in a potentiality lacking act. Therefore

every action is for a good.

Moreover. The intellectual agent acts for an end, as deter*

mining for itself its end; whereas the natural agent, though
it acts for an end, as was proved above

,

2 does not determine

its end for itself, since it knows not the nature of end, but is

moved to the end determined for it by another. Now an in-

tellectual agent does not determine the end for itself except

under the aspect of good; for the intelligible object does not

move except it be considered as a good, which is the object

of the will. Therefore the natural agent also is not moved,
nor does it act for an end, except in so far as this end is a

good, since the end is determined for the natural agent by
some appetite. Therefore every agent acts for a good.

Again. To shun evil and to seek good are of the same na-

ture, even as movement downward and upward are of the same
nature. Now we observe that all things shun evil, for intel-

lectual agents shun a thing for the reason that they appre-

hend it as evil, and all natural agents, in proportion to their

strength, resist corruption which is the evil of everything.

Therefore all things act for a good.

Again. That which results from the agent’s action outside

his intention is said to happen by chance or luck. Now we
observe in the works of nature that either always or more
often that happens which is best: thus in plants the leaves are

so placed as to protect the fruit; and the parts of an animal

are so disposed as to conduce to the animal’s safety. There-

fore, if this happens outside the intention of the natural

agent, it will be the result of chance or luck. But that is im-

possible, because things that happen always, or frequently,

are not by chance or fortuitous, but those which occur seh

* Ch. 2 .
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dom 3 Therefore the natural agent tends to that which is

best; and much more evidently is this so with the intellectual

agent. Therefore every agent intends a good in acting.

Moreover. Whatever is rpoved is brought to the term of

movement by the mover and agent. Therefore mover and
moved tend to the same term. Now that which is moved, since

it is in potentiality, tends to an act, and consequently to per-

fection and goodness; for by its movement it passes from

potentiality to act. Therefore mover and agent by moving
and acting always intend a good.

Hence the philosophers in defining the good said: The
good is the object of every appetite; and Dionysius says that

all things desire the good and the best ,

4

3
Cf, Anstotle, Phys

,

II, 5 (196b 11) Div. Nom IV, 4

OPG 3, 699
v

CHAPTER XVI

THAT THE END OF EVERYTHING IS A GOOD

Accordingly if every agent acts for some good, as we have
shown above

,

1
it follows that good is the end of each thing.

For everything is directed by its action to some end, for

either the action itself is an end, or the end of the action is

also the end of the agent* and this is its good.

Again. The end of a thing is the teim of its appetite. Now
the appetite of a thing terminates in a good, for the philos-

ophers define good as the object of all appetite

?

Therefore

the end of everything is a good
Moreover. That toward which a thing tends while it is

without it, and wherein it rests when it has it, is its end. Now
anything that is without its proper perfection is moved to-

wards it, as far as in it lies; and if it have that perfection, it

rests therein. Therefore the end of a thing is its perfection.

But the perfection of a thing is its good. Therefore every
thing is directed to good as its end.

Further. Things that know the end and things that do not
know the end are equally directed to the end

;
although those

which know the end are moved thereto per se

,

whereas those

which do not know it tend thereto as directed by another, as

may be seen in the archer and the arrow. Now those that

know the end are always directed to a good as their end; be-
1 Cb. 3.

2
E.g , Anstotle, Eth.

} I, 1 (1094a 2).
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cause the will, which is the appetite of a previously known
end, does not tend towards a thing except under the aspect

of good, which is its object. Therefore those things also that

do not know the end are directed to a good as their end.

Therefore the end of all is a good.

CHAPTER XVII

^THAT ALL THINGS ARE DIRECTED TO ONE END, WHICH
IS GOD }

From: the foregoing it is clear that all things are_directe(^L to

one good as their lasj_end.

For iF nothing tends to something as its end, except in so

far as this is good, it follows that good, as such, is an end.

Consequently thatjvhich is the supreme good is supremely
the end of all l^owThere is but one Kiiprarnp_gnnd

T
namely

GodTTas we have shown in the First Book.p Therefore all

things are directed to the highest good, namely God, as their

end.

Again. That which is supreme in am genus is the cause of

everything in that gew Thus fire which is supremely hot is

the cause of heat in other bodies) Therefore the supreme

good, namely God, is the cause of goodness _in allthings good.

Therefore He is the cause of every end hging .amend,jrince^

whatever is an end is such in so farlts it is good.. NowlTuT
cause that a thing is so is itself more so? Therefore God is

supremely the end of all things.

Further. In every genus of causes, the first cause is more

a cause than the second cause, since the second cause is not a

cause save through the first. Therefore that which is the first

cause in the order of final causes must needs be more the final

cause of each thing than the proximate final cause. Now God
is the first cause in the order of final causes, for He is su-

preme in the order of good things. Therefore He is the end of

each thing more even than any proximate end.

Moreover. In all ordered ends the last must needs be the

end of each preceding end. Thus if a potion be mixed to be

given to a sick man, and is given to him that he may be

purged, and he be purged that he may be lowered, and low-

1 C. G

,

I, 42,
a
Aristotle, Metaph

,

let, 1 (993b 22).
3

Port. Awl., I, 2 (72a 28).

Aristotle,
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ered that he may be healed, it follows that health is the end

of the lowering, and of the purging, and of those that pre-

cede. Now all things are ordered in various degrees of good-

ness to the one supreme good, which is the cause of all good-

ness, and so, since good has the nature of an end, all things

are ordered under God as preceding ends under the last end.

Therefore God must be the end of all.

Furthermore. The particular good is directed to the com-

mon good as its end, for the being of the part is for the sake

of the being of the whole .

4 So it is that the good of the nation

is more godlike than the good of one man ,

5 Now the supreme
good, namely God, is the common g#od, since the good of all

mjngrd^endFon Him^ and the good, whereby each thing is

goodT^^ of that thing, and of those that

depend thereonATherefore all things are directed to one good,

namely God, as their end")

Again, Order among ends is consequent on the order

among agents. For just as the supreme agent moves all second

agents, so all the ends of second agents must be directed to

the end of the supreme agent, since whatever the supreme
agent does, it does for its own end Now the supreme agent is

the active principle of the actions of all inferior agents, by
moving all to their actions, and consequently to their ends. •

Hence it follows that all the ends of second agents are

ordered by the first agent to its own end. Now the first agent

in all things is God, as we proved in the Second Book 6 And
His will has no other end but His own goodness, which is

Himself, as we showed in the First Book 7 Therefore all

things, whether they were made by Him immediately, or by
means of secondary causes, are ordered to God as their end.

But this applies to all things, for, as we proved in the Second
Book

,

8
there can be nothing that has not its being from Him .

Th^forFainEingsare ordered to T?od"as their encL
MoredverTTEe last end of every maker, as such^is himself,

for what we make we use for our own sake
;
and if at any time

a man make a thing for the sake of something else, it is re-

ferred to his own good, whether his use, his pleasure, or his

virtue. Now God is therimoducing cause of all things : of some
immediately, of others by means of other causes, as we have
explained above .

9 Therefore He is the end of all things.
4
Aristotle, Poltt I, 4 (1254a 9).

6
Aristotle, Eth ., I, 2 (1094b 9),

' C. G., II, 15.
7
C. G.} I, 74*

8
C. G , II, 15.

e Ibid
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And again. The end holds the primary place among causes,

and it is from it that all other causes derive their actual

causality; since the agent does not act except for the end, as

was proved .

10 Now it is due to the agent that the matter is

brought to the actuality of the form, and therefore the mattei

is made actually the matter, and the form is made the form,

of this particular thing, through the agent’s action, and con-

sequently through the end. The later end also is the cause

that the preceding end is intended as an end; for a thing is

not moved towards a proximate end except for the sake of the

last end. Therefore the last end is the first cause of .alLNow
it mushnecessarilv befit the First Being, namely God, to be

10 Ch. 2.
31
C. G., II, is.

CHAPTER XVIII

HOW GOD IS THE END OF THINGS

It remains to ask how God is the end of all things. This will

be made clear from what has been said.

For He is the end of all things, yet so as to precede all in

being .

1 Now there is an end which, though it holds the first

place in causing in so far as it is in the intention, is neverthe-

less last in execution. This applies to any end which the agent

establishes by his action Thus the physician by his action

establishes health in the sick man, which is nevertheless his

end. There is also an end which, just as it precedes in causing,

so also does it precede in being Thus, that which one intends

to acquire by one’s motion or action is said to be one’s end.

For instance, fire seeks to reach a higher place by its move-

ment, and the king seeks to take a city by fighting Accord-

ingly, God is the end of things as something to be obtained

by each thing in its own way.

Again. God is at once the last end of things and the first

agent, as we have shown .

2 Now the end effected by the

agent’s action cannot be the first agent, but rather is it the

*C. G I, 13.
2
Ch. 17.
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agent’s effect God, therefore, cannot be the end of things as

though He were something effected, but only as something

already existing and to be acquired.

Further If a thing act for the sake of something already

in existence, and if by its action some result ensue, then some-

thing through the agent’s action must accrue to the thing for

the sake of which it acts; and thus soldiers fight for the cause

of their captain, to whom victory accrues, which the soldiers

bring about by their actions. Now nothing can accrue to God
from the action of anything whatever, since His goodness is

perfect in every way, as we proved in the First Book .
3 It fol-

lows, then, that God is the end of things, not as something

made or effected by them, nor as though He obtained some-

thing from things, but in this way alone, that He is obtained

by them.

Moreover. The effect must tend to the end in the same way
as the agent acts for the end Now God, who is the first agent

of all things, does not act as though He gained something by
His action, but as bestowing something thereby, since He is

not in potentiality so that He can acquire something, but

solely in perfect actuality, whereby He is able to bestow.

Things therefore are not ordered to God as to an end to which
something will be added

;
they are ordered to Him to obtain

God Himself from Him according to their measure, since He
is their end.

8
C. G., I, 37ff.

CHAPTER XIX

THAT ALL THINGS TEND TO BE LIKE UNTO GOD

From the fact that they acquire the divine goodness, crea-

tures are made like unto God. Therefore, if all things tend to

God as their last end, so as to acquire His goodness
,

1
it fol-

lows that the last end of things is to become like unto God.
Moreover. The agent is said to be the end of the effect in

so far as the effect tends to be like the agent, and hence it is

that the form of the generator ts the end of the act of gen-
eration,

?

Now God is the end of things in such wise as to be
also their first producing cause. Therefore all things tend to a

likeness to God, as their last end.

^-Ch. 18. * Aristotle, Phys.} II, 7 (198a 26).
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Again. Things give evidence that they naturally desire to

be, z so that if any are corruptible, they naturally resist cor-

ruptives, and tend to where they can be safeguarded, as the

fire tends upwards and earth downwards Now all things

have being m so far as they are like God, Who is self-sub-

sistent being, since they are all beings only by participation.

Therefore all things desire as their last end to be like God
Further. All creatures are images of the first agent, namely

God, since the agent produces its like 4 Now the perfection of

an image consists in representing the original by a likeness to

it, for this is why an image is made Therefore all things exist

for the purpose of acquiring a likeness to God, as for thek

last end.

Again. Each thing by its movement or action tends to some 1

good as its end, as was proved above .

5 Now a thing partakes

of good m so far as it is like to the first goodness, which is

God. Therefore all things, by their movements and actions

tend to a likeness to God as to their last end.
3
Aristotle, Eth,} IX, 7 (1168a 5); 9 (1170a 26), * Aristotle, De

Gener., I, 7 (324a 11).
G Cb 16

CHAPTER XX
HOW THINGS IMITATE THE DIVINE GOODNESS

From what has been said it is clear that the last end of all

things is to become like God. Now, that which has properly

the nature of an end is the good. Therefore, properly speak*

ing, things tend to become like to God inasmuch as He is

good.

Now, creatures do not acquire goodness in the way in

which it is in God, even though each thing imitates the divine

goodness according to its own manner. For the divine good-

ness is simple, being, as it were, all in one. For the divine be-

ing contains the whole fullness of perfection, as we proved

in the First Book .
1 Therefore, since a thing is good so far as

it is perfect, God’s being is His perfect goodness; for in God,

to be, to live, to be wise, to be happy, and whatever else is

seen to pertain to perfection and goodness, are one and the

same in God, as though the sum total of His goodness were

God’s very being. Again, the divine being is the substance of

1
C. G

,

I, 28.
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the existing God .

2 But this cannot be so in other things. For
it was proved in the Second Book that no created substance

is its own being .
3 Therefore, if a thing is good so far as it is,

and if no creature is its own being, none is its own goodness,

but each one is good by participating in goodness, even as by
participating in being it is a being.

Also. All creatures are not placed on the same level of

goodness. For in some the substance is both form and actual-

ity: such, namely, as are competent, by the mere fact that

they exist, to be actually and to be good But in others, the

substance is composed of matter and form, and such are

competent to be actually and to be good, though it is by some
part of their being, namely, their form Accordingly, God’s

substance is His goodness, whereas a simple substance par-

ticipates in goodness by the very fact that it exists, and a

composite substance participates in goodness by some part

of itself.

In this third degree of substances, diversity is to be found
again in respect of being. For in some substances composed
of matter and form, the form fills the entire potentiality of

.matter, in such a way that the matter retains no potentiality

to another form, and consequently neither is there in any
other matter a potentiality to this same form. Such are the

heavenly bodies, which exhaust their entire matter—In oth-

ers, the form does not fill the whole potentiality of matter,

so that the matter retains a potentiality to another form, and
in another part of matter there remains potentiality to this

form; for instance in the elements and their compounds.
Since, then, privation is the absence in substance of what can
be in substance, it is clear that, together with this form which
does not fill the whole potentiality of matter, there is associ-

ated the privation of a form, which privation cannot be as-

sociated with a substance whose form fills the whole poten-

tiality of matter, nor with that which is a form essentially,

and much less with that one whose essence is its very being.

And seeing that it is clear that there can be no movement
where there is no potentiality to something else, for move-
ment is the act of that which is in potentialityf and since evil

is the privation of good, it is clear that in this last order of

J
C. G

,

I, 2iff
Z
C. G, II, i $.

4
Aristotle, Phys., Ill, i (201a

10).
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substances, good is changeable, and has an admixture of the

opposite evil, which cannot occur in the higher orders of

substances. Therefore the substance answering to this last

description stands lowest both in being and in goodness.

We find degrees of goodness also among the parts of the

substance composed of matter and form. For since matter
considered in itself is being in potentiality, and since form
is its act; and, again, since a composite substance has actual

existence through its form, it follows that the form is, in

itself, good, the composite substance is good as having its

form actually, and the matter is good as being in potentiality

to the form. And although a thing is good in so far as it is a

being, it does not follow that matter, which is being only

potentially, is only a potential good. For being is predicated

absolutely, while good is founded on order, for a thing is said

to be good, not merely because it is an end, or possesses the

end, but even though it has not attained the end, so long

as it is directed to the end, for this very reason it is said to

be good. Accordingly, matter cannot be called a being abso-

lutely, in so far as it is a potential being, whereby it is shown
to have an order towards being; but this suffices for it to be

called a good absolutely, because of this very order. This

shows that the good, in a sense, extends further than being;

for which reason Dionysius says that the good includes both

existing and non-existing things .
5 For even non-existent

things (namely, matter, considered as subject to privation 1

,

seek a good, namely, to exist. Hence it follows that mattei

is also good, for nothing but the good seeks the good.

In yet another way the creature’s goodness falls short of

that of God. For, as we have stated, God, in His very being,

contains the supreme perfection of goodness. But the crea-

ture has its perfection, not in one thing but in many, becaust

what is united m the highest is manifold m the lowest. There*

fore, in respect of one and the same thing, virtue, wisdom
and operation are predicated of God, but of creatures, they

are predicated in respect of different things, and the further

a creature is from the first goodness, the more does the per-

fection of its goodness require to be manifold. And if it bo

unable to attain to perfect goodness, it will reach to imper-

fect goodness in a few respects. Hence it is that, although

the first and highest good is utterly simple, and although thf
6 De Div. Nom, IV3 1 (PG 3, 504).
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substances nearest to it in goodness approach likewise thereto

in simplicity, yet the lowest substances are found to be more
simple than some that are higher. Elements, for instance, are

simpler than animals and men, because they are unable to

reach the perfection of knowledge and understanding, to

which animals and men attain

From what has been said, it is evident that, although God
possesses His perfect and entire goodness according to the

manner of His simple being, creatures nevertheless do not

attain to the perfection of their goodness through their being

alone, but through many things. Therefore, although each

one is good inasmuch as it exists, it cannot be called good

absolutely if it lack other things that are required for its

goodness. Thus a man who, being despoiled of virtue, is ad-

dicted to vice, is said indeed to be good in a restricted sense,

namely, as a being, and as a man
;
but he is not said to be

good absolutely, but rather evil Accordingly, in every crea-

ture to be and to be good are not the same absolutely, al-

though each one is good inasmuch as it exists, whereas in

God to be and to be good are absolutely one and the same
If, then, each thing tends to a likeness to God’s goodness

as its end; and if a thing is like God’s goodness in respect of

whatever belongs to its goodness; and if furthermore the

goodness of a thing consists not merely m its being, but in

whatever is required for its perfection, as we have proved:

it is clear that things are directed to God as their end, not

only in respect of their substantial being, but also in respect

of such things as are accidental thereto and belong to its

perfection, as well as in respect of their proper operation,

which also belongs to a thing’s perfection.

CHAPTER XXV
THAT TO KNOW GOD IS THE END OF EVERY INTELLECTUAL

SUBSTANCE

Now, seeing that all creatures, even those that are devoid
of reason, are directed to God as their last end, and that all

reach this end in so far as they have some share of a likeness

to Him, the intellectual creature attains to Him in a special

way, namely, through its proper operation, by understanding
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Him. Consequently thisjnust be the end of the intellectual

understand GocFT^
For, as we have^sEown aUWe,1 God is the 2nd of each

thing, and hence, agjfar as it is possible to it, each thing in-

tgnds to be united to Gq3TasT&last end Now a thmglslnore
closely united to God by reaching Tn a way to the very sub'

stance of God; which happens when it knows something of

the divine substance, rather than when it reaches to a divine

likeness. Therefore^ the^ intellectual substance tends to the

knowledge of G.Q.dLaTits'lasT endT
~ Againj^The operation proper to a thing is its end, for it is

its second perfection; so that when a thing is well conditioned

for its proper operation it is said to be fit and good*)Now
understanding is the proper operational' the intellectuai^sub-

starice
, and'cbnsequently ts~its encCTheref^ is

most perfect in this operation is its last end; and especially in

those operations which are not directed to some product,

such as understanding and sensation. And since operations

of this kind take their species from their objects, by which
also they are known, it follows that the more perfect the

object of any such operation, the more perfect is the opera-

tion. Consequently to_understand the most perfect intelligi-

ble. _namely_God. is the most perfect in the genus of the

operationwhich consistsTn understanding

.

Therefore to know
God by an act of understanding is the last end of every in-

tellectual substance!'
~ ~ ~~~

Someone, however, might say that the last end of an in-^

tellectual substance consists indeed m understanding the best

intelligible object, but that what is the best intelligible for

this or that intellectual substance is not absolutely the best

intelligible, and that the higher the intellectual substance,

the higher is its best intelligible So that possibly the supreme

intellectual substance has for its best intelligible object that

which is best absolutely, and its happiness will consist in un-

derstanding God; whereas the happiness of any lower intel-

lectual substance will consist in understanding some lower

intelligible object, which however will be the highest thing

understood by that substance. Especially would it seem not

to be in the power of the human intellect to understand that

which is absolutely the best intelligible, because of its weak

1 Ch. 17.
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/less; for it is as much adapted for knowing the supreme in-

telligible as the owl
9

s eye for seeing the sun

?

Nevertheless it is evident that the end of any intellectual

substance, even the lowest, is to understand God. For it has

been shown above that God is the last end towards which all

things tend .

3 And the human intellect, although the lowest in

the order of intelligent substances, is superior to all that are

devoid of understanding. Since then a more noble substance

has not a less noble end, God will be the end also of the

human intellect. Now every intelligent being attains to its

last end by understanding it, as we have proved. Therefore

the human intellect attains to God as its end, by understand-

ing Him.
Again Just as things devoid of intellect tend to God as

their end by way of assimilation, so do intellectual sub-

stances by way of knowledge, as clearly appears from what
has been said Now, although things devoid of reason tend

towards a likeness to their proximate causes, the intention of

nature does not rest there, but has for its end a likeness to

the highest good, as we have proved
,

4 although they are

able to attain to this likeness in a most imperfect manner.

Therefore, however little be the knowledge of God to which
the intellect is able to attain, this will be the intellect’s last

end, rather than a perfect knowledge of lower intelligibles.

Moreover. Everything desires most of all its last end. Now
the human intellect desires, loves and enjoys the knowledge
of divine things, although it can grasp but little about them,

more than the perfect knowledge which it has of the lowest

things. Therefore man’s last end is to understand God in

some way.
Further. Everything tends to a divine likeness as its own

end Therefore a thing’s last end is that whereby it is most
of all like God. Now the intellectual creature is especially

likened to God in that it is intellectual, since this likeness

belongs to it above other creatures, and includes all other

likenesses. And in this particular kind of likeness it is more
like God in understanding actually than in understanding
habitually or potentially, because God is always actually un-
derstanding, as we proved in the First Book 5 Furthermore,
in understanding actually, the intellectual creature is espe-

2
Aristotle, Metaph

,

la, i (993b 9).
3
Ch. 17. * Ch. 19.

6
C.

L 56.
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dally like God in understanding God; for by understanding
Himself God understand all other things, as we proved in

the First Book .

6 Therefore the last end of every intellectual

substance is to understand God.
Again. That which is lovable only because of another is

for the sake of that which is lovable for its own sake alone;

because we cannot go on indefinitely in the appetite of na-

ture, since then nature’s desire would be in vam, for it is im-
possible to pass through an infinite number of things. Now
all practical sciences, arts and powers are lovable only for

the sake of something else, since their end is not knowledge,
but work. But speculative sciences are lovable for their own
sake, for their end is knowledge itself. Nor can we find any
action in human life that is not directed to some other end,

with the exception of speculative consideration. For even
playful actions, which seem to be done without any purpose,

have some end due to them, namely that the mind may be
relaxed, and that thereby we may afterwards become more
fit for studious occupations, or otherwise we should always
have to be playing, if play were desirable for its own sake,

and this is unreasonable Accordingly, the practical arts are

directed to the speculative arts, and again every human
operation, to intellectual speculation, as its end. Now, m all

sciences and arts that are mutually ordered, the last end

seems to belong to the one from which others take their

rules and principles Thus the art of sailing, to which belongs

the ship’s purpose, namely its use, provides rules and princi-

ples to the art of ship-building And such is the relation of

first philosophy to other speculative sciences, for all others

depend thereon, since they derive their principles from it,

and are directed by it in defending those principles, and

moreover first philosophy is wholly directed to the knowledge

of God as its last end, and is consequently called the divine

science

J

Therefore the knowledge of God is the last end of

all human knowledge and activity.

Furthermore. In all mutually ordered agents and movers,

the end of the first agent and mover must be the end of all,

even as the end of the commander-in-chief is the end of all

who are soldiering under him. Now of all the parts of man,

the intellect is the highest mover, for it moves the appetite,

fl

C. G.f I, 49.
7
Aristotle, Metaph., I, 2 (983a 6)
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by proposing its object to it, and the intellective appetite, or

will, moves the sensitive appetites, namely the irascible and

concupiscible. Hence it is that we do not obey the concupis-

cence, unless the will command; while the sensitive appetite,

when the will has given its consent, moves the body. There-

fore the end of the intellect is the end of all human actions.

Now the intellect’s end and good are the true* and its last

end is the first truth. Therefore the last end of the whole

man, and of all his deeds and desires, is to know the first

truth, namely, God.
Moreover. Man has a natural desire to know the causes

of whatever he sees
;
and so through wondering at what they

saw, and not knowing its cause, men first began to philoso-

phize, and when they had discovered the cause they were at

lest Nor do they cease inquiring until they come to the first

cause; and then do we deem ourselves to know perfectly

when we know the first cause? Therefore man naturally de-

sires, as his last end, to know the first cause. But God is the

first cause of all things. Therefore man’s last end is to know
God.

Besides. Man naturally desires to know the cause of any

known effect But the human intellect knows universal being.

Therefore it naturally desires to know its cause, which is

God alone, as we proved in the Second Book .
10 Now one has

not attained to one’s last end until the natural desire is at

rest. Therefore the knowledge of any intelligible object is

not enough for man’s happiness, which is his last end, unless

he know God also, which knowledge terminates his natural

desire as his last end. Therefore this very knowledge of God
is man’s last end

Further. A body that tends by its natural appetite to its

place is moved all the more vehemently and rapidly the

nearer it approaches its end. Hence Aristotle proves that a
natural straight movement cannot be towards an indefinite

point, because it would not be more moved afterwards than
before .

11 Hence that which tends more vehemently to a thing

afterwards than before is not moved towards an indefinite

point but towards something fixed. Now this we find m the

desire of knowledge, for the more one knows, the greater

one’s desire to know Consequently, man’s natural desire in
8
Aristotle, Eth

,

VI, 2 (1139a 27)
9
Aristotle, Metaph, I, 3

(983a 25)
10
C. G., II, 13,

11 De Caelo, I, 8 (277a 18)



447HAPPINESS AND THE WILL

knowledge tends to a definite end. This can be none other
than the highest thing knowable, which is God. Therefore
the knowledge of God is man’s last end.

Now the last end of man and of any intelligent substance
is called happiness or beatitude

,

for it is this that every in-

tellectual substance desires as its last end, and for its own
sake alone. Therefore the last beatitude or happiness of any
intellectual substance is to know God.
Hence it is said (Matt. v. 8)* Blessed are the clean of

heart
, for they shall see God; and (Jo xvii. 3) : This is eter-

nal life,
that they may know thee

,
the only true God. Aris-

totle himself agrees with this judgment when he says that

man’s ultimate happiness is speculative
,
and this with regard

to the highest object of speculation ,

12

^ Eth ,
X, 7 (1177a 18)

CHAPTER XXVI

DOES HAPPINESS CONSIST IN AN ACT OF THE WILL?

Since the intellectual substance attains to God by its opera-

tion, not only by an act of understanding but also by an act

of the will, through desiring and loving Him, and through

delighting in Him, someone might think that man’s last end
and ultimate happiness consists, not in knowing God, but in

loving Him, or in some other act of the will towards Him;

[1]

especially since the object of the will is the good, which

has the nature of an end, whereas the true, which is the

object of the intellect, has not the nature of an end except

in so far as it also is a good. Therefore, seemingly, man does

not attain to his last end by an act of his intellect, but rather

by an act of his will.

[2] Further. The ultimate perfection of operation is de-

light, which perfects operation as beauty perfects youth

,

as

the Philosopher says.1 Hence, if the last end be a perfect

operation, it would seem that it must consist in an act of the

will rather than of the intellect.

[3] Again. Delight apparently is desired for its own sake,

so that it is never desired for the sake of something else, for

it is silly to ask of anyone why he seeks to be delighted. Now
this is a condition of the ultimate end, namely, that it be

1 Eth, X, 4 (1174b 31).
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sought for its own sake. Therefore, seemingly, the last end

consists in an act of the will rather than of the intellect.

[4] Moreover. All agree in their desire of the last end, for

it is a natural desire. But more people seek delight than

knowledge. Therefore delight would seem to be the last end

rather than knowledge.

[5] Furthermore. The will is seemingly a higher power

than the intellect, for the will moves the intellect to its act;

since when a peison wills, his intellect considers by an act

what he holds by a habit. Therefore, seemingly, the action

of the will is more noble than the action of the intellect.

Therefore, it would seem that the last end, which is beati-

tude, consists in an act of the will rather than of the intellect.

But this can be clearly shown to be impossible.

For since happiness is the proper good of the intellectual

nature, it must needs become the intellectual nature accord-

ing to that which is proper thereto. Now appetite is not

proper to the intellectual nature, but is in all things, although

it is found diversely in diverse things. This diversity, how-
ever, arises from the fact that things are diversely related

to knowledge. For things wholly devoid of knowledge have
only a natural appetite; those that have a sensitive knowl-

edge have also a sensitive appetite, under which the irascible

and concupiscible appetites are comprised; and those which
have intellectual knowledge have also an appetite propor-

tionate to that knowledge, namely, the will. The will, there-

fore, in so far as it is an appetite, is not proper to the intel-

lectual nature, but only in so far as it is dependent on the

intellect. On the other hand, the intellect is in itself proper

to the intellectual nature. Therefore, beatitude or happiness

consists principally and essentially in an act of the intellect,

rather than in an act of the will.

Again. In all powers that are moved by their objects, the

object is naturally prior to the acts of those powers, even
as the mover is naturally prior to the movable being moved.
Now the will is such a power, for the appetible object moves
the appetite. Therefore the will’s object is naturally prior

co its act, and consequently its first object precedes its every
act. Therefore an act of the will cannot be the first thing

willed. But this is the last end, which is beatitude. There-
fore beatitude or happiness cannot be the very act of the
will.
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Besides. In all those powers which are able to reflect on
their acts, their act must first bear on some other object,

and afterwards the power is brought to bear on its own act
For if the intellect understands that it understands, we must
suppose first that it understands some particular thing, and
that afterwards it understands that it understands, for this

very act of understanding, which the intellect understands,

must have an object. Hence either we must go on forever,

or if we come to some first thing understood, this will not be
an act of understanding, but some intelligible thing. In the

same way, the first thing willed cannot be the very act of

willing, but must be some other good. Now the first thing

willed by an intellectual nature is beatitude or happiness;

because it is for its sake that we will whatever we will. There-

fore happiness cannot consist in an act of the will.

Further. The truth of a thing’s nature is derived from
those things which constitute its substance; for a true man
differs from a man in a picture by the things which consti-

tute man’s substance. Now false happiness does not differ

from true in an act of the will, because, whatever be pro-

posed to the will as the supreme good, whether truly or

falsely, it makes no difference to the will in its desiring,

loving, or enjoying that good, the difference is on the part

of the intellect, as to whether the good pioposed as supreme

be truly so or not. Therefore beatitude or happiness consists

essentially in an act of the intellect rather than of the will.

Again. If an act of the will were happiness itself, this act

would be an act either of desire, or love, or delight. But
desire cannot possibly be the last end. For desire implies

that the will is tending to what it has not yet; and this is

contrary to the very notion of the last end.—Nor can love

be the last end. For a good is loved not only while it is in

our possession, but even when it is not, because it is through

love that we seek by desire what we have not; and if the love

of a thing we possess is more perfect, this arises from the fact

that we possess the good we love. It is one thing, therefore,

to possess the good which is our end, and another to love

it; for love was imperfect before we possessed the end, and

perfect after we obtained possession.—Nor again is delight

the last end. For it is possession of the good that causes

delight, whether we are conscious of possessing it actually,

or call to mind our previous possession, or hope to possess it



450 THE SUMMA CONTRA GENTILES

in the future Therefore delight is not the last end,—There-

fore no act of the will can be happiness itself essentially.

Furthermore If delight were the last end, it would be de-

sirable for its own sake. But this is not true. For the de-

sirability of a delight depends on what gives rise to the

delight, since that which arises from good and desirable

operations is itself good and desirable, but that which arises

from evil operations is itself evil and to be avoided. There-

fore its goodness and desirability are from something else,

and consequently it is not itself the last end or happiness.

Moreover. The right order of things agrees with the order

of nature, for in the natural order things are ordered to their

end without any error. Now, in the natural order delight is

for the sake of operation, and not conversely. For it is to be
observed that nature has joined delight with those animal
operations which are clearly ordered to necessary ends* for

instance, to the use of food that is ordered to the preservation

of the individual, and to sexual matters, that are appointed

for the preservation of the species; since were there no pleas-

ure, animals would abstain from the use of these necessary

things. Therefore delight cannot be the last end.

Again. Delight, seemingly, is nothing else than the quies-

cence of the will in some becoming good, just as desire is the

inclining of the will towards the attaining of some good. Now
just as by his will a man is inclined towards an end, and rests

in it, so too natural bodies have a natural inclination to their

respective ends, and are at rest when they have once attained

their end. Now it is absurd to say that the end of the move-
ment of a heavy body is not to be m its proper place, but
that it is the quiescence of the inclination towards that place.

For if it were nature’s chief intent that this inclination should
be quiescent, it would not give such an inclination, but it

gives the inclination so that the body may tend towards its

proper place, and when it has arrived there, as though it were
its end, quiescence of the inclination follows. Hence this

quiescence is not the end, but accompanies the end. Neither
therefore is delight the ultimate end, but accompanies it.

Much less therefore is happiness any act of the will

Besides. If a thing have something extrinsic for its end,
the operation whereby it first obtains that thing will be called

its last end. Thus, for those whose end is money possession
said to be their end, but not love or desire. Now the last
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end of the intellectual substance is God. Hence that operation

of man whereby he first obtains God is essentially his happi-

ness or beatitude And this is understanding, since we cannot

will what we do not understand. Therefore man’s ultimate

happiness is essentially to know God by the intellect; it is

not an act of the will.

From what has been said we can now solve the arguments
that were objected in the contrary sense. For it does not

necessarily follow that happiness is essentially the very act

of the will, from the fact that it is the object of the will,

through being the highest good, as the first argument rea-

soned. On the contrary, the fact that it is the first object of

the will shows that it is not an act of the will, as appears
from what we have said.

Nor does it follow that whatever perfects a thing in any-

way whatever must be the end of that thing, as the second ob-

jection argued. For a thing perfects another in two ways:
first, it perfects a thing that has its species, secondly, it

perfects a thing that it may have its species. Thus the per*

fection of a house, considered as already having its species,

is that to which the species “house” is directed, namely to

be a dwelling; for one would not build a house but for that

purpose, and consequently we must include this in the defini-

tion of a house, if the definition is to be perfect. On the other

hand, the perfection that conduces to the species of a house

is both that which is directed to the completion of the spe-

cies, for instance, its substantial principles; and also that

which conduces to the preservation of the species, for in-

stance, the buttresses which are made to support the build-

ing, as well as those things which make the house more fit

for use, for instance, the beauty of the house. Accordingly,

that which is the perfection of a thing, considered as already

having its species, is its end, as the end of a house is to be a
dwelling. Likewise, the operation proper to a thing, its use,

as it were, is its end. On the other hand, whatever perfects

a thing by conducing to its species is not the end of that

thing
,
in fact, the thing itself is its end, for matter and form

are for the sake of the species. For although the form is.

the end of generation, it is not the end of the thing already

generated and having its species, but is required in order that

the species be complete. Again, whatever preserves the thing

in its species, such as health and the nutritive power, al-



452 THE SUMMA CONTRA GENTILES

though it perfects the animal, is not the animal’s end, but

vice versa. And again, whatever adapts a thing for the per-

fection of its proper specific operations, and for the easier

attainment of its proper end, is not the end of that thing,

but vice versa, for instance, a man’s comeliness and bodily

strength, and the like, of which the Philosopher says that

they conduce to happiness instrumentally

.

2—Now delight is

a perfection of operation, not as though operation were di-

rected thereto m respect of its species, for thus it is directed

to other ends (thus, eating, in respect of its species, is di-

rected to the preservation of the individual)
;
but it is like a

perfection that is conducive to a thing’s species, since for

the sake of the delight we perform more attentively and be-

comingly an operation we delight m. Hence the Philosopher

says that delight perfects operation as beauty perfects youth*
for beauty is for the sake of the one who has youth and not

vice versa.

Nor is the fact that men seek delight not for the sake of

something else but for its own sake a sufficient indication

that delight is the last end, as the third objection argued.

Because delight, though it is not the last end, nevertheless

accompanies the last end, since delight arises from the at-

tainment of the end
Nor do more people seek the pleasure that comes from

knowledge than knowledge itself. But more there are who
seek sensible delights than intellectual knowledge and the

delight consequent thereto; because those things that are

outside us are better known to the majority, in that human
knowledge takes its beginning from sensible objects.

The suggestion put forward by the fifth argument
,
that

the will is a higher power than the intellect, as being the

latter’s motive power, is clearly untrue Because the intellect

moves the will first and per se, for the will, as such, is moved
by its object, which is the apprehended good; whereas the

will moves the intellect accidentally as it were, in so far,

namely, as the act of understanding is itself apprehended as

a good, and on that account is desired by the will, with the

result that the intellect understands actually Even in this,

the intellect precedes the will, for the will would never de-

sire understanding, did not the intellect first apprehend its

*Etk., I, 8 (1099b 2), 9 (1099b 28). *Op. at., X, 4 (1174b
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understanding as a good.—And again, the will moves the

intellect to actual operation in the same way as an agent is

said to move; whereas the intellect moves the will in the

same way as the end moves, for the good understood is the

end of the will. Now the agent in moving presupposes

the end, for the agent does not move except for the sake of

the end. It is therefore clear that the intellect is higher

than the will absolutely, while the will is higher than the

intellect accidentally and in a restricted sense.

CHAPTER XXXVII

THAT MAN’S ULTIMATE HAPPINESS CONSISTS
IN CONTEMPLATING GOD

Accordingly, if man’s ultimate happiness does not consist in

external things, which are called goods of fortune; nor in

goods of the body; nor in goods of the soul, as regards the

sensitive part; nor as regards the intellectual part, in terms

of the life of moral virtue; nor in terms of the intellectual

virtues which are concerned with action, namely, art and
prudence:'—it remains for us to conclude that man’s ultimate

happiness consists in the contemplation of truth.

For this operation alone is proper to man, and it is in it

that none of the other animals communicates.
Again. This is not directed to anything further as to its

end, since the contemplation of the truth is sought for its

own sake.

Again. By this operation man is united to beings above

him, by becoming like them; because of all human actions

this alone is both in God and in the separate substances'

Also, by this operation man comes into contact with those

higher beings, through knowing them in any way whatever.

Besides, man is more self-sufficing for this operation, see-

ing that he stands in little need of the help of external things

in order to perform it.

Further. All other human operations seem to be ordered

to this as to their end. For perfect contemplation requires

that the body should be disencumbered, and to this effect

are directed all the products of art that are necessary for life.

Moreover, it requires freedom from the disturbance caused
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by the passions, which is achieved by means of the moral

virtues and of prudence; and freedom from external dis-

turbance, to which the whole governance of the civil life is

directed. So that, if we consider the matter rightly, we shall

see that all human occupations appear to serve those who
contemplate the truth.

Now, it is not possible that man’s ultimate happiness con-

sist in contemplation based on the understanding of first

principles; for this is most imperfect, as being most uni-

versal, containing potentially the knowledge of things More-

over, it is the beginning and not the end of human inquiry,

and comes to us from nature, and not through the pursuit of

the truth. Nor does it consist m contemplation based on the

sciences that have the lowest things for their object, since

happiness must consist in an operation of the intellect in

relation to the most noble intelligible objects. It follows then

that man’s ultimate happiness consists in wisdom, based on
the consideration of divine things.

It is therefore evident also by way of induction that man’s
ultimate happiness consists solely in the contemplation of

God, which conclusion was proved above by arguments .
1

‘Ch. 2 S

CHAPTER XXXVIII

THAT HUMAN HAPPINESS DOES NOT CONSIST IN THE
KNOWLEDGE OF GOD WHICH IS POSSESSED GENERALLY

BY THE MAJORITY

It remains for us to inquire in what kind of knowledge of

God the ultimate happiness of an intellectual substance con-

sists For there is a certain general and confused knowledge
of God, which is in almost all men, whether from the fact

that, as some think, the existence of God, like other prin-

ciples of demonstration, is self-evident, as we have stated in

the First Book
,

1 or, as seems nearer to the truth, because

by his natural reason man is able at once to arrive at some
knowledge of God. For seeing that natural things run their

course according to a fixed order, and since there cannot be
order without a cause of order, men, for the most part, per-

ceive that there is one who orders the things that we see.

7 C.G, I, io
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But who or of what kind this cause of order may be, or
whether there be but one, cannot be gathered from this gen-
eral consideration; just as, when we see a man in motion,
and performing other works, we perceive that in him there

is some cause of these operations which is not m other things,

and we give this cause the name of soul, but without knowing
yet what the soul is, whether it be a body, 01 how it brings

about operations in question

Now, this knowledge of God cannot possibly suffice for

happiness.

For the activity of the happy man must be without any
defect, but this knowledge of God is subject to an admixture
of many errors Thus, some believed that there was no other

governor of mundane things than the heavenly bodies; and
so they said that the heavenly bodies were gods.—Some as-

cribed this order to the elements and to the things generated

from them, as though they thought that their movements
and natural operations were not introduced into them by an
external governor, but that the order in other things was
caused by them.—And some, deeming human acts not to be

subject to any but a human rule, declared that men who
cause order in other men were gods—Evidently this knowl-
edge of God is not sufficient for happiness

Moreover. Happiness is the end of human acts But human
acts are not directed to the aforesaid knowledge as to their

end; indeed, it is in everyone almost right from the very be-

ginning. Therefore happiness does not consist in this kind

of knowledge of God. *

Again No one appears to be blamed for lacking happiness;

nay, those who lack it and seek it are praised But he who
lacks the aforesaid knowledge of God is seemingly very much
to be blamed, since it is a very clear sign of a man’s dullness

of perception if he fail to perceive such evident signs of God;
even as a man would be deemed dull who, seeing man, under-

stood not that he has a soul. Hence it is said m the Psalm
(xiii. i* lii. i) : The fool hath said in his heart: There is no

God. Therefore it is not this knowledge of God which suffices

for happiness.

Further Knowledge of a thing in general only, and not in

terms of what is proper to it, is most imperfect. Such is the

knowledge which is had of man from the fact that he is

moved, for this is a knowledge whereby a thing is known.
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only potentially, because the proper is only potentially con-

tained in the common. Now happiness is a perfect operation:

and man’s highest good must needs be m terms of what exists

actually, and not in terms of what exists only potentially;

since potentiality perfected by act has the character of a

good. Therefore the aforesaid knowledge of God is not suffi-

cient for our happiness.

CHAPTER XXXIX

THAT MAN’S HAPPINESS DOES NOT CONSIST IN THE
KNOWLEDGE OE GOD ACQUIRED BY DEMONSTRATION

There is also another knowledge of God, higher than the

one just mentioned, which is acquired by means of a demon-
stration, and which approaches nearer to a proper knowledge
of Him; for by means of a demonstration many things are

removed from Him, so that in consequence we understand

Him as something apart from other things For demonstra-

tion proves that God is immovable, eternal, incorporeal, ut-

terly simple, one, and the like, as we have shown in the First

Book. Now we arrive at the proper knowledge of a thing not

only by affirmations, but also by negations. For just as it is

proper to man to be a rational animal, so is it proper to him
not to be inanimate or irrational. Yet there is this difference

between these two modes of proper knowledge, that when we
have proper knowledge of a thing by affirmations we know

#
what that thing is, and how it is distinguished from others

;

whereas when we have proper knowledge of a thing by nega-

tions, we know that it is distinct from others, but remain
ignorant of what it is. Such is the proper knowledge of God
that can be obtained by demonstrations. But neither does
this suffice for man’s ultimate happiness.

For things belonging to one species for the most part attain

to the end of that species, because nature achieves its pur-

pose always or nearly always, and fails in a few instances

because of some corruption Now happiness is the end of the

human species, since all men naturally desire it. Therefore
happiness is a common good that can be attained by all men,
unless some obstacle occur to some whereby they be de-

prived of it .

1 Few, however, attain to the possession of the

'‘Cf. Aristotle, Eth, I, 9 (1099b 18I.
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aforesaid knowledge of God by way of demonstration, be-

cause of the obstacles to this knowledge mentioned at the

beginning of this work .
2 Therefore this knowledge is not

essentially man’s happiness.

Again To be actual is the end of that which exists poten-

tially, as was made clear above .

3 Therefore happiness, which
is the last end, is an act free of any potentiality to a furthei

act. Now this knowledge of God that is acquired by way of

demonstration is still in potentiality to a further knowledge
of God, or to the same knowledge, but by a bettei way: be-

cause those who came afterwards endeavored to add some-
thing to the knowledge of God besides that which they found

handed down to them by those who preceded them. There-

fore such knowledge is not man’s ultimate happiness

Further Happiness excludes all unhappiness, for no man
can be at the same time happy and unhappy. Now deception

and error have a large place in unhappiness, since all natu-

rally avoid them. But the aforesaid knowledge of God is sub-

ject to the admixture of many errors, as evidenced by many
who knew some truths about God through demonstration,

yet, following their own opinions, when they lacked proof,

fell into many errors. And if there were some who by the

way of demonstration discovered the truth about divine

things, without any admixture of error m their opinions, it

is evident that they were very few. This fact is not in keeping

with happiness, which is the common end. Therefore man’s
ultimate happiness is not seated in such knowledge as this.

Moreover. Happiness consists in a perfect operation Now
perfect knowledge requires certitude, and that is why we can-

not be said to know unless we know what cannot be other-

wise, as is stated in Post. Anal, i .
4 But the aforesaid knowl-

edge is beset with uncertainty, as is clear from the diversity

among sciences about divine things elaborated by those who
endeavored to discover something about God by the way of

demonstration. Therefore ultimate happiness does not con-

sist in such knowledge.

Besides. When the will has obtained its last end, its desire

is at rest. Now the ultimate end of all human knowledge is

happiness. Therefore happiness is essentially that knowledge

of God the possession of which leaves no knowledge to be

3 C. G,J, 4.
s Ck 20, 22

4
Aristotle, Post Anal, I

} 2 (72a 17).
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desired of anything knowable. Such, however, is not the

knowledge which the philosophers were able to have about

God by the way of demonstration; because even when we
have this knowledge, we still desire to know other things

—

things that we do not yet know by means of this knowledge.

Therefore happiness does not consist in such a knowledge of

God.
Furthermore. The end of everything that exists in poten-

tiality is that it be brought to actuality, for to this does it

tend by means of the movement with which it is moved to its

end. Now every potential being tends to becoming actualized

as far as possible For there are things in potentiality whose
whole potentiality is reducible to act* the end of such things

is that they be wholly actualized. Thus, a heavy body that is

outside its medium is m potentiality to its proper place

There are also things whose potentiality cannot be actualized

all at once,—for instance primary matter: so that by its

movement it seeks actualization by various forms in succes-

sion, which cannot be in the matter at the same time because

of their diversity. Furthermore, our intellect is in potentiality

to all intelligibles, as was stated in the Second Book .
5 Now

it is possible for two intelligible objects to be in the possible

intellect at the same time according to the first act which is

science, although perhaps not in respect of the second act

which is consideration. Accordingly, it is clear that the whole
potentiality of the possible intellect can be actualized at one
time, and consequently this is required for its ultimate end,

which is happiness. But the aforesaid knowledge, which can

be acquired about God by the way of demonstration, does

not accomplish this, since when we have it we still are igno-

rant of many things. Therefore such a knowledge of God does

not suffice for ultimate happiness.

c C.G,ll, 47-

CHAPTER XL

THAT MAN’S HAPPINESS DOES NOT CONSIST IN THE
KNOWLEDGE OF GOD BY FAITH

There is yet another knowledge of God, in one respect supe-

rior to the knowledge we have been discussing, namely, that
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whereby God is known by men through faith. Now this

knowledge surpasses the knowledge of God through demon-
stration in this respect, namely, that by faith we know certain
things about God which are so sublime that reason cannot
reach them by means of demonstration, as we have stated at

the beginning of this work 1 But not even in this knowledge
of God can man’s ultimate happiness consist.

For happiness is the intellect’s perfect operation, as was
already declared.2 But in knowledge by faith, the operation
of the intellect is found to be most imperfect as regards the
contribution of the intellect, although it is most perfect on
the part of the object; for the intellect in believing does not
grasp the object of its assent Therefore neither does man’s
happiness consist in this knowledge of God.

Again It has been shown that ultimate happiness does not
consist chiefly m an act of the will.

3 Now in knowledge by
faith, the will has the leading place, for the intellect assents

by faith to things proposed to it, because it so wills, and not
through being constrained by the evidence of their truth.

Therefore man’s final happiness does not consist in this

knowledge.

Besides. A believer assents to things proposed to him by
another, but not seen by himself, so that the knowledge of

faith resembles hearing rather than seeing. Now a man would

not believe in what is unseen by him, and proposed to him by
another, unless he thought this other to have a more perfect

knowledge of the things proposed than he himself has

who sees not. Either therefore the judgment of the believer

is wrong, or the proposer must have more perfect knowledge

of the things proposed. And if the latter also knows these

things only through hearing them from another, we cannot

proceed thus indefinitely, for then the assent of faith would

be without foundation or certitude, since we should not come
to some first principle certain in itself, to give certitude to

the faith of believers. Now, in reality, it is not possible that

the assent of faith be false and without foundation, as is clear

from what we have said at the beginning of this work, 4 and

yet if it were false and baseless, happiness could not consist

in such knowledge. There is therefore some knowledge of God
that is higher than the knowledge of faith, whether he who

*C. G.f I, 5* Ch. 25. Ch. 26.
4 C. G, I, 7.
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proposes faith sees the truth immediately, as when we believe

Christ, or whether he receives the truth from him who sees it

immediately, as when we believe the Apostles and Prophets

Since, then, man’s happiness consists m the highest knowl-

edge of God, it cannot consist in the knowledge of faith.

Moreover. Since happiness is the last end, the natural de

sire is set at rest thereby But the knowledge of faith does

not set the desire at rest, but inflames it, for everyone desires

to see what he believes. Therefore man’s ultimate happiness

does not consist in the knowledge of faith.

Further. The knowledge of God has been declared to be the

end inasmuch as it unites us to the last end of all, namely,

God. Now the knowledge of faith does not make the thing

believed to be perfectly present to the intellect, since faith

is of absent, and not present, things Hence the Apostle says

(2 Cor. v. 6, 7) that so long as we walk by faith , we are

pilgrims from the Lord. Yet faith makes God to be piesent

to love, since the believer assents to God voluntarily, accord-

ing to the saying of Ephes, iii 17: That Christ may dwell by

faith in our hearts. Therefore the knowledge of faith cannot

be man’s ultimate happiness.

CHAPTER XLVII

THAT IN THIS LITE WE ARE UNABLE TO SEE GOD IN
HIS ESSENCE

If, in this life, we are unable to understand separate sub-

stances by reason of our intellect’s connatural relation to

phantasms, much less can we see the divine essence in this

life, since it is far above all separate substances.

We may take it as a sign of this, that the more our mind
is raised to the contemplation of spiritual things, the more
it is withdrawn from sensible things. Now the divine sub-

stance is the ultimate term to which contemplation can reach,

and hence the mmd that sees the divine substance must be
wholly freed from the corporeal senses, either by death or by
rapture Therefore it is said in God’s person

(
Exod. xxxiii.

20) * Man shall not see me, and live .

If it is stated in Holy Scripture that some have seen God,
we must understand this to have been either through an
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imaginary vision—or even a bodily vision, when the pres-

ence of the divine power is shown by corporeal species,

whether appearing externally, or formed internally in the

imagination, or by gathering some intellectual knowledge of

God from His spiritual effects.

A difficulty, however, arises through some words of Augus-
tine which would seem to imply that we are able to understand

God in this life. For he says that with the sight of the soul

we see in the eternal truth, from which all temporal things

have been made, the form according to which we are and ac-

cording to which we effect something, in ourselves or in

bodies, with a true and right reason; and it is from the same
source that we conceive and possess a true knowledge of
things

?

Again he says: If we both see that what you say is

true, and that what I say is true
, where, I ask, do we see this ?

Surely, neither I in you
,
nor you in me, but both of us in the

immutable truth itself which transcends our minds? Again,

he says that we judge of all things according to the divine

truth and again: We must first know the truth by which
other things can be known, i referring, it would seem, to the

divine truth. It would seem, then, from his words, that we
see God Himself Who is His own truth, and that through

Him we know other things.

Other words of his would seem to point to the same con-

clusion. In De Trim xii he says: It is the office of reason to

judge of these corporeal things according to the incorporeal

and eternal ideas which, unless they were above the human
mind, would surely not be unchangeable? Now unchangeable

and eternal ideas cannot be elsewhere than in God, since,

according to the teaching of Faith, God alone is eternal. Ac-

cordingly it would seem to follow that we can see God in this

life, and that, through seeing Him and the ideas of things in

Him, we judge of other things

Yet it is not to be believed that Augustine, by these words,

meant that we are able in this life to see God in His essence.

We must therefore inquire how, in this life, we see that un-

changeable truth, or these eternal ideas, and how we judge

of other things according to this truth.

x De Tnn ., IX, 7 (PL 42, 967).
a
Confess., XII, 25 (PL 32, 840).

°De Vera Relig., XXXI (PL 34, 148).
4
Solti

,

I, 15 (PL 32, 883).

''De Trin., XII, 2 (PL 42, 999).



462 THE SUMMA CONTRA GENTILE'S

Augustine allows that truth is in the soul
,

6 and therefore

it is that he proves the immortality of the soul from the

eternity of truth. Now truth is in the soul not only m the

same way as God is said to be m all things by His essence,

or as He is in all things by His likeness (in so far, namely,

as a thing is true according as it approaches to a likeness of

God), for then the soul would not be higher than other things

in this respect. It is therefore in the soul in a special way,

inasmuch as the soul knows truth. Accordingly, just as the

soul and other things are said to be true in their nature ac-

cording as they are likened to that supreme nature, which is

truth itself, since it is its own understood being, so too, that

which is known by the soul is true so far as it contains a

likeness to that divine truth which God knows. Therefore a

Gloss on Ps. xi. 2, Truths are decayed from among the chil-

dren 0} men, says that as from one man's face many like-

nesses are reflected in a mirror, so many truths are reflected

from the one divine truth

J

Now although different things

are known, and different things believed to be true, by differ-

ent people, yet some truths there are in which all men agree,

such as the first principles both of the speculative and of the

practical intellect, inasmuch as a kind of image of the divine

truth is reflected m the minds of all mem Consequently,

when a mind knows with certitude anything at all, and by
tracing it back to the principles by which we judge of every-

thing, comes to see it in those principles, it is said to see all

such things in the divine truth or in the eternal ideas, and
to judge of all things according to them. This explanation is

confirmed by Augustine’s words: The speculations of the sci

ences are seen in the divine truth, even as these visible things

fire seen in the light of the sun? For it is evident that these

things are not seen in the body of the sun, but by the light,

which is a likeness of the solar brilliance reflected in the air,

and cast upon such bodies

Therefore, from these words of Augustine we cannot con-

clude that God is seen in His essence in this life, but only

uS in a mirror; and to this the Apostle witnesses as regards

the knowledge of this life (1 Cor. xiii. 12): We see now
through a glass in a dark manner.

6 SoHl., II, 19 (PL 32, 901)
n Cf St Augustine, Enarr. in Psalm,

super XI, 2 (PL 36, 138) ,
Peter Lombard, In Psalm., super XI, 2

(PL 191, 133).
B SohL, I, 8 (PL 32, 877).
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And though this mirror, which is the human mind, reflects

the likeness of God in a higher way than creatures of lower
degree, yet the knowledge of God that can be gathered from
the human mind does not transcend the genus of the knowl-
edge gathered from sensible things, since even the soul knows
what it itself is through understanding the natures of sensible

things, as we have already stated .

9 Consequently, even in this

way God is not known in higher manner than the cause is

known from its effect.

e Ch. 45, 46.

CHAPTER XLVIII

THAT MAN’S ULTIMATE HAPPINESS IS NOT IN THIS LIFE

Seeing, then, that man’s ultimate happiness does not con-

sist in that knowledge of God whereby He is known by all

or many in a vague kind of opinion, nor again in that knowl-
edge of God whereby He is known in the speculative sciences

through demonstration, nor in that knowledge whereby He
is known through faith, as we have proved above

;

1 and see-

ing that it is not possible in this life to arrive at a higher

knowledge of God m His essence, or at least so that we under-

stand other separate substances, and thus know God through

that which is nearest to Him, so to say, as we have proved
;

2

and since we must place our ultimate happiness in some kind

of knowledge of God, as we have shown: 3—it is impossible

for man’s happiness to be in this life.

Again Man’s last end is the term of his natural appetite,

so that when he has obtained it, he desires nothing more;

because if he still has a movement towards something, he
has not yet reached an end wherein to be at rest. Now this

cannot happen in this life, since the more man understands,

the more is the desire to understand increased in. him (for

this is natural to man), unless perhaps there be someone who
understands all things. Now in this life this never did nor

can happen to anyone that was a mere man, seeing that in

this life we are unable to know separate substances which in

themselves are most intelligible, as we have proved .

4 There-

fore man’s ultimate happiness cannot possibly be in this life.

Besides Whatever is in motion towards an end has a nat-

1
Ch. 3 8ff. * Ch. 45-

8 Ch. 37- * Cb 45.
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ural desire to be established and at rest therein. Hence a

body does not move away from the place towards which it

has a natural movement, except by a violent movement which

is contrary to that appetite. Now happiness is the last end

which man naturally desires. Therefore it is his natural de-

sire to be established in happiness. Consequently, unless to-

gether with happiness he acquires a state of immobility, he

is not yet happy, since his natural desire is not yet at rest.

When, therefore, a man acquires happiness, he also acquires

stability and rest; so that all agree in conceiving stability as

a necessary condition of happiness. Hence the Philosopher

says: We do not look upon the happy man as a kind of

chameleon.

5 Now in this life there is no sure stability, since,

however happy a man may be, sickness and misfortune may
come upon him, so that he is hindered in the operation, what-

ever it be, in which happiness consists. Therefore man’s ulti-

mate happiness cannot be in this life.

Moreover It would seem unfitting and unreasonable for

a thing to take a long time in becoming, and to have but a
short time in being; for it would follow that for a longer

duration of time nature would be deprived of its end. Hence
we see that animals which live but a short time are perfected

in a short time. But if happiness consists in a perfect oper-

ation according to perfect virtue
,

6 whether intellectual or

moral, it cannot possibly come to man except after a long

time. This is most evident in speculative matters, wherein

man’s ultimate happiness consists, as we have proved
,

7 for

hardly is man able to arrive at perfection in the speculations

of science, even though he reach the last stage of life, and
then, in the majority of cases, but a short space of life re-

mains to him. Therefore man’s ultimate happiness cannot be
in this life.

Further. All admit that happiness is a perfect good, or else

it would not bring rest to the appetite. Now perfect good is

that which is wholly free from any admixture of evil; just

as that which is perfectly white is that which is entirely free

from any admixture of black. But man cannot be wholly free

from evils m this state of life, and not only from evils of the

body, such as hunger, thirst, heat, cold and the like, but also

from evils of the soul. For there is no one who at times is

*Eth, I, io (noob 5).
e
0p. dt.y X, 7 (1x77a 11).

7 Ch. 37.
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not disturbed by inordinate passions; who sometimes does
not go beyond the mean, wherein virtue consists

,

8 either in

excess or in deficiency, who is not deceived m some thing or

another; or who at least is not ignorant of what he would
wish to know, or does not feel doubtful about an opinion of

which he would like to be certain. Therefore no man is happy
in this life.

Again. Man naturally shuns death, and is sad about it, not
only shunning it at the moment when he feels its presence,

but also when he thinks about it But man, in this life, can-

not obtain not to die. Therefore it is not possible for man to

be happy in this life.

Besides. Ultimate happiness consists, not in a habit, but in

an operation, since habits are for the sake of actions. But in

this life it is impossible to perform any action continuously.

Therefore man cannot be entirely happy m this life.

Further. The more a thing is desired and loved, the more
does its loss bring sorrow and pain. Now happiness is most
desired and loved Therefore its loss brings the greatest sor-

row. But if there be ultimate happiness in this life, it will

certainly be lost, at least by death. Nor is it certain that it

will last till death, since it is possible for every man in this

life to encounter sickness, whereby he is wholly hindered

from the operation of virtue, eg., madness and the like,

which hinder the use of reason. Such happiness therefore al-

ways has sorrow naturally connected with it, and conse-

quently it will not be perfect happiness.

But someone might say that, since happiness is a good of

the intellectual nature, perfect and true happiness is for those

in whom the intellectual nature is perfect, namely, in separate

substances, and that in man it is imperfect, and by a kind of

participation For man can arrive at a full understanding of

the truth only by a sort of movement of inquiry, and he fails

entirely to understand things that are by nature most intel-

ligible, as we have proved. Therefore neither is happiness,

in its perfect nature, possible to man; but he has a certain

participation of it, even in this life. This seems to have been

Aristotle’s opinion about happiness. Hence, inquiring whether

misfortunes destroy happiness, he shows that happiness seems

especially to consist in deeds of virtue, which seem to be

8
Cf. Aristotle, Eth II, 6 (1106b 24).



466 THE SUMMA CONTRA GENTILES

most stable in this life, and concludes that those who in this

life attain to this perfection are happy as men, as though not

attaining to happiness absolutely, but in a human way .

0

We must now show that this explanation does not remove

the foregoing arguments. For although man is below the sepa-

rate substances according to the order of nature, he is above

irrational creatures, and so he attains his ultimate end in a

more perfect way than they. Now these attain their last end

so perfectly that they seek nothing further. Thus a heavy
body rests when it is in its own proper place, and when an

animal enjoys sensible pleasure, its natural desire is at rest.

Much more, therefore, when man has obtained his last end,

must his natural desire be at rest. But this cannot happen in

this life. Therefore in this life man does not obtain happiness

considered as his proper end, as we have proved. Therefore

he must obtain it after this life.

Again. Natural desire cannot be empty, since nature does

nothing in vain .
10 But nature’s desire would be empty if it

could never be fulfilled. Therefore man’s natural desire can

be fulfilled. But not in this life, as we have shown Therefore

it must be fulfilled after this life. Therefore man’s ultimate

happiness is after this life.

Besides. As long as a thing is in motion towards perfection,

it has not reached its last end. Now in the knowledge of truth

all men are always in motion and tending towards perfection;

because those who follow make discoveries in addition to

those made by their predecessors, as is also stated in Metaph .

ii,
u Therefore in the knowledge of truth man is not situated

as though he had arrived at his last end. Since, then, as Aris-

totle himself shows
,

12 man’s ultimate happiness in this life

consists apparently in speculation, whereby he seeks the

knowledge of truth, we cannot possibly allow that man ob-

tains his last end in this life

Moreover. Whatever is m potentiality tends to become
actual, so that as long as it is not wholly actual, it has not

reached its last end. Now our intellect is in potentiality to

the knowledge of all the forms of things, and it becomes ac-

tual when it knows any one of them. Consequently, it will

not be wholly actual, nor in possession of its last end, except

Op cit I, io (uoia 18)
10

Aristotle, De Caelo, II, ix (291b

15).
n
Aristotle, Metaph., la, 1 (993a 31). ™ Eth

,

X, 7 (1x77a

x8).
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when it knows all things, at least all these material things.

But man cannot obtain this through the speculative sciences,

by which we know truth in this life. Therefore man’s ulti-

mate happiness cannot be in this life.

For these and like reasons, Alexander and Averroes held

that man’s ultimate happiness does not consist in that human
knowledge obtained through the speculative sciences, but in

that which results from a union with a separate substance,

which union they deemed possible to man in this life.
13 But

as Aristotle realized that man has no knowledge in this life

other than that which he obtains through the speculative sci-

ences, he maintained that man attains to a happiness which
is not perfect, but a human one.

Hence it becomes sufficiently clear how these great minds
suffered from being so straitened on every side. We, however,
shall be freed from these stiaits if we hold, in accordance

with the foregoing arguments, that man is able to reach per-

fect happiness after this life, since man has an immortal soul;

and that in that state his soul will understand in the same
way as separate substances understand, as we proved in the

Second Book.14

Therefore man’s ultimate happiness will consist in that

knowledge of God which the human mind possesses after this

life, a knowledge similar to that by which separate sub-

stances know him Hence our Lord promises us a reward . . .

in heaven {Matt. v. 12) and states {Matt, xxii. 30) that the

saints shall be as the angels, who always see God in heaven
{Matt, xviii. 10).

M
Cf. ch. 42, 43.

11 C G, II, 81

CHAPTER LI

HOW GOD MAY BE SEEK IN HIS ESSENCE

Since, then, it is impossible for a natural desire to be empty

(and it would be, were it impossible to arrive at understand

ing the divine substance, for all minds desire this naturally),

we must conclude that it is possible for the divine substance

to be seen through the intellect, both by separate intellectual

substances, and by our souls.

It is sufficiently clear, from what has been said., what mam
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ner of vision this is. For we have proved that the divine sub'

stance cannot be seen by the intellect by means of any

created species .

1 Therefore, if God's essence is to be seen at

all, it must be that the intellect sees it through the divine

essence itself
,
so that m that vision the divine essence is both

the object and the medium of vision.

Since, however, the intellect is unable to understand any

particular substance unless it be actualized by a species in-

forming it, which is the likeness of the thing understood,

someone might deem it impossible for a created intellect to

see the very substance of God through the divine essence as

an intelligible species. For the divine essence is self-sub-

sistent, and we have proved in the First Book that God can-

not be the form of anything 2

In order to understand this truth, we must note that a self-

subsisting substance is either a form alone, or a composite of

matter and form. Accordingly, that which is composed of

matter and form cannot be the form of something else, be-

cause the form therein is already confined to that matter, so

that it cannot be the form of another thing. But that which
so subsists that it is yet a form alone, can be the form of

something else, provided its being be such that some other

thing can participate in it, as we have proved concerning the

human soul in the Second Book .
3
If, however, its being can-

not be participated in by another, it cannot be the form of

anything, because by its very being it is determined in itself,

just as material things are determined by their matter. Now
we must consider this as being the case not only with regard

to substantial or natural being, but also as regards intelligible

being. For, since truth is the perfection of the intellect, that

intelligible which is truth itself will be a pure form in the

genus of intelligible things. This applies solely to God, for,

since truth is consequent upon being
,

4 that alone is its own
truth, which is its own being; and this belongs to God alone,

as we have proved in the Second Book .

6 Consequently, other

subsistent intelligibles are not pure forms in the genus of in-

telligible things, but have a form in a subject; for each of

them is a true thing, but not the truth, even as it is a being,

but not being itself. It is therefore clear that the divine es-

sence can be compared to the created intellect as an intelligible
a Ch 49

2
C. G., I, 26ft

8
C. G II, 68. *Cf. Aristotle

Metaph , let, i (993b 30) .

6 L\ G , H, 15
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species by which it understands; which cannot be said of the
essence of any separate substance. And yet it cannot be the
form of another thing through its natural being. For it would
follow that, once united to another being, it would constitute

one nature, which is impossible, since the divine essence is in

itself perfect in its own nature. But an intelligible species, in

its union with the intellect, does not constitute a nature, but
perfects the intellect for understanding; and this is not incon-

sistent with the perfection of the divine essence.

This immediate vision of God is promised to us in Holy
Scripture ( i Cor . xiii. 12) : We see now through a glass in a
dark manner; hut then face to face . It would be impious to

understand this in a material way, and imagine a material

face in the Godhead; for we have proved that God is not 3

body 0 Nor is it possible for us to see God with a bodily face

since the eyes of the body, which are situated in the face, can
see only bodily things. Thus then shall we see God face to

face, because we shall see Him immediately, even as a man
whom we see face to face.

It is through this vision that we become most like God, and
participators of His blessedness, since God understands His

substance through His essence, and this is His blessedness.

Therefore it is said (i John iii. 2): When He shall appear

;

we shall be like to Him; because we shall see Him as He is.

Again, our Lord said (Luke xxii. 29, 30) : I dispose to you
,
as

My Father hath disposed to Me, a banquet, that you may eat

and drink at My table in My kingdom. Now these words can-

not be understood as referring to bodily food and drink, but

to that which is taken from the table of Wisdom, of which

Wisdom says (Prov

.

ix. 5) : Eat my bread and drink the wine

which I have mingled for you. Accordingly, to eat and drink

at God’s table is to enjoy the same blessedness as that which

makes God happy, and to see God as He sees Himself.

°C.G., 1,27

CHAPTER LII

THAT NO CREATED SUBSTANCE CAN BY ITS NATURAL
POWER ARRIVE AT SEEING GOD IN HIS ESSENCE

However, it is not possible for any created substance to at

tain, by its own power, to this way of seeing God.
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For that which is proper to the higher nature cannot be ac-

quired by a lower nature, except through the action of the

higher nature to which it properly belongs. Thus water can-

not become hot except through the action of heat. Now to see

God through His essence is proper to the divine nature, since

to operate through his own form is proper to each operator.

Therefore no intellectual substance can see God through the

divine essence, unless God Himself bring this about.

Again. A form proper to A does not become B’s except

through A’s agency, because an agent produces its like by

communicating its form to another. Now it is impossible to

see the divine substance unless the divine essence itself be-

come the form by which the intellect understands, as we have

proved .
1 Therefore no cieated substance can attain to that

vision, except through the divine agency.

Besides. If any two things have to be united together so

that one be formal and the other material, their union must
be completed by an action on th£ part of the one that is for-

mal, and not by the action of the one that is material; for the

form is the principle of action, whereas matter is the passive

principle Now in order that the created intellect see God’s

substance, the divine essence itself must be united to the in-

tellect as an intelligible form, as we have proved Therefore

no created intellect can attain to this vision except through

the divine agency.

Further. What is so of itself is the cause of what is so

through another? Now the divine intellect sees through itself

the divine substance, for the drvme intellect is the divine es-

sence itself, by means of which God’s substance is seen, as we
proved in the First Book.

8 But the created intellect sees the

divine substance through the divine essence as through some-
thing other than itself. Therefore this vision cannot be ao
quired by the created intellect, except through the action of

God.
Moreover. Whatever exceeds the limits of a given nature,

cannot be acquired by that nature except through the agency
of another; and thus water does not flow upwards unless it

be moved by something else Now it is beyond the limits of
any created nature to see God’s substance, because it is

proper to every created intellectual nature to understand ac-

1 Ch. si. * Cf. Aristotle, Phys VHI, 5 (237a 31).
s
C. G., I, 4S«
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cording to the mode of its substance. But the divine substance
cannot be thus understood, as we proved above.4 Therefore
no created intellect can possibly attain to a vision of the di-

vine substance except by the agency of God, Who surpasses

all creatures.

Hence it is said {Rom. vi. 23): The grace of God is life

everlasting. For we have proved that man’s happiness con-

sists in seeing God, which is called life everlasting.5 Now we
are said to obtain this by God^ grace alone, because that

vision surpasses the ability of every creature, and it is impos-
sible to attain thereto except by God’s gift; and when such
things are obtained by a creature, it is put down to God’s
grace. And so our Lord says {Jo. xiv. 21): I will manifest

myself to him.

4 Ch 49
6 Ch 50. '

CHAPTER LIII

THAT THE CREATED INTELLECT NEEDS THE ASSISTANCE OF
THE DIVINE LIGHT IN ORDER TO SEE GOD IN HIS ESSENCE

To so sublime a vision the created intellect needs to be raised

by some kind of outpouring of the divine goodness. For it is

impossible that the proper form of anything become the form
of another, unless this other bear some resemblance to the

thing to which that form properly belongs. Thus light does

not actualize a body which has nothing in common with the

diaphanous. Now the divine essence is the proper intelligible

form of the divine intellect, and is proportionate to it; for

these three, understanding
,
means of understanding and oh *

ject understood are one in God. Therefore that same essence

cannot become the intelligible form of a created intellect, ex-

cept because the created intellect participates in some divine

likeness. Therefore this participation in a divine likeness is

necessary in order that the divine substance be seen.

Again. Nothing can receive a higher form unless it be

raised through some disposition to the capacity for this form;

for every act is realized in its proper potency. Now the di-

vine essence is a higher form than any created intellect.

Therefore, in order that the divine essence become the inteh

ligible species of a created intellect, which is requisite us
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order that the divine substance be seen, the created intellect

needs to be raised to that capacity by some higher disposi-

tion.

Besides. If two things, after not being united, become
united, this must be either because both are changed, or only

one. Now if we suppose that some created intellect begins to

see the divine essence, it follows, from what we have said
,

1

that the divine essence comes to be united to that intellect as

an intelligible species. But it is impossible that the divine es-

sence be changed, as we have proved .

2 Therefore this union

must begin through a change in the created intellect, and this

change can consist only in the fact that the created intellect

acquires some new disposition.—The same conclusion fol-

lows if we suppose some created intellect to be endowed from
the outset of its creation with such a vision. For if, as we
have proved

,

3 this vision exceeds the ability of nature, it is

possible to conceive any created intellect as complete in the

species of its nature without its seeing God’s substance. Con-
sequently, whether it see God from the beginning, or begin to

see Him afterwards, its nature needs something to be added
to it.

Further. Nothing can be raised to a higher operation ex-

cept through its power being strengthened. Now a power may
be strengthened in two ways. First, by a mere intensifying of

its power. Thus, the active power of a hot thing is increased

by the intensity of the heat, so that it is capable of a more
vehement action of the same species. Secondly, by the ad-

dition of a new form. Thus the power of a diaphanous body
is strengthened so that it can give light, through its being
made actually lucid by receiving the form of light anew. This
increase of power is necessary in order to accomplish an oper-

ation of another species. Now the natural power of the
created intellect is not sufficient for the vision of the divine

substance, as we have shown .
4 Therefore its power needs to

be increased in order that it attain to that vision. But in-

crease through intensification of the natural power is insuffi-

cient, because that vision is not of the same kind as the nat-

ural vision of the created intellect; which is clear from the
distance separating the things seen. Therefore there must be
an increase of the intellectual power through its receiving a
new disposition.

4 Ch. $i.
a C G, I, 13.

a Ch. 52.
l
Ibid.
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Now, owing to the fact that we derive our knowledge of
intelligible beings from sensible things, we transfer the terms
employed in sensible knowledge to our intellectual knowl-
edge, especially those terms that pertain to the sight, which
of all the senses is the highest and most spiritual, and there-

fore most akin to the intellect. It is for this reason that intel-

lectual knowledge is called sight [visto]. And because bodily
sight is not effected without light, those things which serve

for the perfection of intellectual vision are called light
;
and

so Aristotle compares the agent intellect to light, because the

agent intellect makes things actually intelligible, even as

light somehow makes things to be actually visible.5 Accord-
ingly, the disposition whereby the created intellect is raised

to the intellectual vision of the divine substance is rightly

called the light of glory
;
not indeed because it makes the ob-

ject actually intelligible, as the light of the agent intellect

does, but because it makes the intellect able to understand

actually.

This is the light of which it is said (Ps. xxxv. io) : In Thy
light we shall see light

,
i.e.

y
the light of the divine substance.

Again it is said (Apoc . xxii. 5 [cf. xxi. 23]): The city
,

namely of the Blessed, hath no need of the sun
,
nor of the

moon ... for the glory of God hath enlightened it. Again
it is said (Isa. lx. 19) : Thou shall no more have the sun for

thy light by day
,
neither shall the brightness of the moon en-

lighten thee; but the Lord shall be unto thee for an everlast-

ing light
,
and thy God for thy glory.—For this reason, too,

since in God to be is the same as to understand, and because

He is to all the cause of their understanding, He is said to be

the light (Jo. i. 9) : That was the true light which enlighten-

eth every man that cometh into this world

;

and (1 John i. 5)

:

God is light. Again (Ps

.

ciii. 2): Thou ... art clothed with

light as with a garment .—For this reason, too, both God and

the angels are described in Holy Scripture in figures of fire,

because of the splendor of fire (Exod. xxiv. 1 7 ,
Acts ii. 3 ;

Ps.

ciii. 4)

.

s De An, III, 5 (430a 15).
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CHAPTER LIV

ARGUMENTS THAT WOULD SEEM TO PROVE THAT GOD CAN-

NOT BE SEEN IN HIS ESSENCE, AND THEIR SOLUTION

Someone will object against the foregoing:

[1] No additional light can help the sight to see things

that surpass the natural ability of corporeal sight, since the

sight can see on*y colored things. Now the divine substance

surpasses every capacity of a created intellect, more even

than the intellect surpasses the senses’ capacity Therefore no

additional light can raise the created intellect to see the di-

vine substance.

[2] Again, This light, that is received into the created in-

tellect, is something created. Therefore it also is infinitely

distant from God, and consequently such a light cannot help

the created intellect to see the divine substance.

[3] Besides. If the aforesaid light can do this for the rea-

son that it is a likeness of the divine substance, since every

intellectual substance, for the very reason that it is intellec-

tual, bears a' likeness to God, the nature itself of an intellec-

tual substance will suffice for it to see God.

[4] Further. If this light is created, since there is no rea-

son why that which is created should not be connatural to

some creature, there might possibly be a creature that would
see the divine substance through its connatural light. But the

contraiy of this has been proved.1

[5] Moreover. The infinite, as such
,
is unknown.

2 Now we
proved in the First Book that God is infinite 3 Therefore the

divine substance cannot be seen through the light in question.

[6] Again. There should be a proportion between the one
understanding and the thing understood.. But there is no pro-

portion between the created intellect, even perfected by this

light, and the divine substance; for there still remains an in-

finite distance between them. Therefore the created intellect

cannot be raised by any light to see the divine substance.

By these and like arguments some have been induced to

namtain that the divine substance is never seen by a created

3 Ch. 52.
s
Aristotle, Phvs L 4 (187b 7).

0
C. G.} I, 43.
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intellect. This opinion both destroys the rational creature’s

true happiness, which can consist in nothing but the vision oi

the divine substance, as we have proved
,

4 and is contiary to

the authority of Holy Scripture, as appears from what we
have said 5 Therefore it should be rejected as false and
heretical.

Now it is not difficult to answer the above arguments . For
the divine substance is not so outside the range of the created

intellect, as to be absolutely beyond its reach, as sound is to

the sight, or an immaterial substance to the senses. For the

divine substance is the first intelligible, and the principle of

all intellectual knowledge. Rather, it is outside the range of

the created intellect as exceeding its power, just as the high-

est sensibles are outside the range of the senses. Therefore
the Philosopher says that our intellect stands in relation to

the most evident things as the owl’s eye does in relation to the

sun? Therefore the created intellect needs to be strength-

ened by some divine light in order to be able to see the divine

substance This solves the first argument .

Moreover, this light raises the created intellect to the

vision of God, not because of its affinity to the divine sub-

stance, but because of the power which it receives from God
to produce such an effect; even though in its being it is in-

finitely distant from God, as the second argument stated For

this light unites the created intellect to God, not in being, but

only in understanding.

Since, however, it belongs to God Himself to understand

His substance perfectly, the light in question is a likeness of

God in this that it perfects the intellect for seeing the divine

substance Now no intellectual substance can be like God in

this way. For since no created substance’s simplicity is equal

to the divine simplicity, it is impossible for the created sub-

stance to have its entire perfection in one subject: for this is

proper to God, as we proved in the First Book
,

7 Who is being,

understanding and blessed in respect of the same reality.

Consequently, in the intellectual substance, the created light

through which it is raised to the beatific vision of God differs

from any light whereby it is perfected in its specific nature

vnd understands proportionately to its substance. Hence the

reply to the third argument is clear.

4 Ch. 50.
e Ch 51.

" Metaph , la, 1 (993b 9).
T
C. G , I, 58.
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The fourth argument is solved thus. The vision of the di

vine substance surpasses all natural power, as was shown.

Consequently the light whereby the created intellect is per-

fected in order to see the divine substance must needs be

supernatural.

Nor can the fact that God is infinite be an obstacle to the

vision of the divine substance, as the fifth objection argued.

For He is not said to be infinite by way of privation, as is

quantity. The infinite of this kind is quite logically unknown,
because it is like matter devoid of form, which is the principle

of knowledge. But God is said to be infinite negatively, as a

per se subsistent form that is not limited by being received

mto matter Therefore, that which is infinite in this way is in

itself most knowable.

There is, furthermore, a proportion between the created

’Intellect and understanding God, a proportion not of a com-
mon measure, but of a relation of one thing to another, such

as of matter to form, or cause to effect. In this way there is no
leason against there being in the creature a proportion to

God, consisting in the relation of the one understanding to

the thing understood, as well as of an effect to its cause.

Therefore the solution of the sixth objection is clear.

CHAPTER LXI

THAT BY SEEING GOD A MAN IS MADE A PARTAKER OE
ETERNAL LIFE

It follows that by the aforesaid vision the created intellect

is made a partaker of eternal life.

For eternity differs from time in that the latter has its be-

ing in a kind of succession, whereas the former is all simul-
taneously .

1 Now it has already been proved that there is no
succession in the vision m question

,

2 and that whatsoever is

seen in it, is seen at once and at a glance. Therefore this

vision takes place in a kind of participation of eternity.

Moreover this vision is a kind of life, because the act of the
intellect is a kind of life .

3 Therefore by that vision the cre-

ated intellect becomes a partaker of eternal life.

1
Cf. Boethius, De Consol., V, prose 6 (PL 63, 858).

’ ftth., IX, 9 (njoa 18).

Ck. 60.
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Again. Actions take their species from their objects. Now
the object of the aforesaid vision is the divine substance in its

very being, and not in some created likeness, as we have
shown.4 But the being of the divine substance is in eternity, or

rather is eternity itself. Therefore the aforesaid vision con-
sists in a participation of eternity.

Besides. If an action takes place in time, this is either be
cause the principle of the action is in time (for instance, the
actions of natural things are temporal), or because of the

term of the action (for instance, the actions which spiritual

substances, which are above time, exeicise on things subject

to time) . Now the vision in question is not subject to time on
the part of the thing seen, since this is an eternal substance

;

nor on the part of the medium of vision, which is also the

eternal substance; nor on the part of the seer, namely the

intellect, whose being is independent of time because it is in-

corruptible, as we have proved.5 Therefore this vision is ac-

cording to a participation of eternity, as altogether transcend-

ing time

Further The intellectual soul is created on the border line

between eternity and time

,

as is stated in the Book oj

Causes* and was explained above,7 because it is the last in

order among intellects, and yet its substance stands above

corporeal matter, and is independent theieof. On the other

hand, its action, in respect of which it comes into conjunction

with lower and temporal things, is itself temporal. Conse-

quently, its action, by reason of which it comes into conjunc-

tion with higher things that are above time, partakes of

eternity. Especially does this apply to the vision in which it

sees the divine substance. Therefore by this vision it enters

into a participation of eternity, and for the same reason, so

too does any other created intellect that sees God.

For this reason our Lord says (Jo . xvii. 3) . This is eternal

life,
that they may know Thee, the only true God.

4 Ch 50.
6
C. G., II, 55, 79.

c De Causis, II (p. 162)

Co G.9 II, 68,



HUMAN ACTS

THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA

FIRST PART OF THE SECOND PART

Question VI

ON THE VOLUNTARY AND THE INVOLUNTARY

{In Eight Articles)

Since therefore happiness is to be gained by means of certain

acts, we must as a consequence consider human acts in

order to know by what acts we may obtain happiness, and
by what acts we are prevented from obtaining it. But because

operations and acts aie concerned with what is singular, con-

sequently, all practical knowledge is incomplete unless it take

account of things in the particular The study of Morals,

therefore, since it treats of human acts, should consider, first,

what is universal; and, secondly, what pertains to the par-

ticular.1

In treating of what is universal in human acts, the points

that offer themselves for our consideration are (i) human
pots themselves; (2) their principles.2 Now of human acts

some are proper to man, while others are common to man and
animals. And since happiness is man’s proper good, those

acts which are proper to man have a closer connection with

happiness than^have those which are common to man and
the other animals. First, then, we must consider those acts

which are proper to man; secondly, those acts which are com-
mon to man and the other animals, and are called passions

of the soul.3 The first of these points offers a twofold consid-

eration: (1) What makes a human act? (2) What distin

guishes human acts? 4

X
S. T., n-II. 3

Q. 49.
3
Q. 22.

478

4
Q. 18.
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And since those acts are properly called human which are

voluntary, because the will is the rational appetite, which is

proper to man, we must consider acts in so far as they are

voluntary.

First, then, we must consider the voluntary and involun-

tary in general; secondly, those acts which are voluntary, as

being elicited by the will, and as issuing from the will im-
mediately, 5 thirdly, those acts which are voluntary, as being
commanded by the will, which issue from the will through
the medium of the other powers.6

Furthermore, because voluntary acts have certain circum-

stances, according to which we form our judgment concern-

ing them, we must first consider the voluntary and the invol-

untary, and afterwards, the circumstances of those acts

which are found to be voluntary or involuntary.7 Under the

first head there are eight points of inquiry: (i) Whether
there is anything voluntary in human acts? (2) Whether in

irrational animals? (3) Whether there can be voluntariness

without any act? (4) Whether violence can be done to the

will? (5) Whether violence causes involuntariness? (6)

Whether fear causes involuntariness? (7) Whether concu-

piscence causes involuntariness? (8) Whether ignorance

causes involuntariness?

First Article

WHETHER THERE IS ANYTHING VOLUNTARY IN HUMAN
ACTS?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing voluntary

in human acts. For that is voluntary which has Us principle

within itself, as Gregory of Nyssa,8 Damascene9 and Aris*

totle10 declare. But the principle of human acts is not in man
himself, but outside him, since man’s appetite is moved to act

by the appetible object which is outside him, and which is as

a mover unmoved ,

u Therefore there is nothing voluntary in

human acts.

Obj. 2. Further, the Philosopher proves that in animals na

S
Q, 8 .

6
Q. 17.

7
Q. 7.

8 Cf Nemesius, De Nat . Horni

XXXII (PG 40, 728). »De Fide Orth., H, 24 (PG 94, 953)<
w Eth, HI, 1 (inia 23).

11
Aristotle, De An y III, xo (433b 11).
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new movement arises that is not preceded by another and
exterior motion,12 But all human acts are new, since none is

eternal. Consequently, the principle of all human acts is from

outside man, and therefore there is nothing voluntary in

them.

Obj, 3. Further, he that acts voluntarily can act of himself.

But this is not true of man, for it is written (Jo. xv. 5):

Without Me you can do nothing . Therefore there is nothing

voluntary in human acts.

On the contrary

,

Damascene says that the voluntary is an
act consisting in a rational operation .

1S Now such are human
acts. Therefore there is something voluntary in human acts.

I answer that, There must needs be something voluntary

in human acts. In order to make this clear, we must take note

that the principle of some acts is within the agent, or in that

which is moved; whereas the principle of some movements or

acts is outside. For when a stone is moved upwards, the prin-

ciple of this movement is outside the stone; whereas, when
it is moved downwards, the principle of this movement is in

the stone. Now of those things that are moved by an intrinsic

principle, some move themselves, some not. For since every

agent or thing moved acts or is moved for an end, as was stated

above,14 those are perfectly moved by an intrinsic principle

whose intrinsic principle is one not only of movement but of

movement for an end. Now in order that a thing be done for

an end, some knowledge of the end is necessary. Therefore,

whatever so acts or is so moved by an intrinsic principle that

it has some knowledge of the end, has within itself the prin-

ciple of its act, so that it not only acts, but acts for an end.

On the other hand, if a thing has no knowledge of the end,

even though it have an intrinsic principle of action or move-
ment, nevertheless, the principle of acting or being moved for

an end is not in that thing, but in something else, by which
the principle of its action towards an end is imprinted on it.

Therefore such things are not said to move themselves, but
to be moved by others. But those things which have a knowl-
edge of the end are said to move themselves because there is

in them a principle by which they not only act but also

act for an end. And, consequently, since both are from an
Intrinsic principle, i.e., that they act and that they act for

**Phy$, VIH, 2 (253a 11),
13 De Fide Orth., II, 24 (PG 94, 953)

,

*Q 1, a. 2.
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an end, the movements and acts of such things are said to be
voluntary, for the term voluntary signifies that their move-
ments and acts are from their own inclination. Hence it is

that, according to the definitions of Aristotle
,

15 Gregory of

Nyssa16 and Damascene
,

17 the voluntary is defined not only
as having a principle within the agent, but also as implying
knowledge . Therefore, since man especially knows the end of

his work, and moves himself, in his acts especially is th<f

voluntary to be found.

Reply Obj. i. Not every principle is a first principle,

Therefore, although it is of the nature of the voluntary act,

that its principle be within the agent, nevertheless, it is not
contrary to the nature of the voluntary act that this intrinsic

principle be caused or moved by an extrinsic principle; for il

is not of the nature of the voluntary act that its intrinsic

principle be a first principle.—Nevertheless, it must be ob-

served that a principle of movement may happen to be firs*

in a genus, but not first absolutely. Thus, in the genus of

things subject to alteration, the first principle of alteration is

the body of the heavens, which nevertheless is not the first

mover absolutely, but is moved locally by a higher mover.

And so the intiinsic principle of the voluntary act, i.e the

cognitive and appetitive power, is the first principle in the

genus of appetitive movement, although it is moved by an
extrinsic principle according to other species of movement.

Reply Ob). 2. New movements in animals are indeed pre-

ceded by a motion from without, and this in two respects.

First, in so far as by means of an extrinsic motion an animal's

senses aie confronted with something sensible, which, on be-

ing apprehended, moves the appetite. Thus a lion, on seeing

the approach of the stag through its movement, begins to be

moved towaids the stag—Secondly, in so far as some ex-

trinsic motion produces a physical change m an animal’s

body, for example, through cold or heat; and when the body

is thus affected by the motion of an exterior body, the sensi-

tive appetite likewise, which is the power of a bodily organ,

is moved accidentally. Thus, it happens that through some

alteration in the body the appetite is roused to the desire of

something. But this is not contrary to the nature of volum

30 Eth , HI, 1 (xixia 23) .

16 Cf Nemesius, De Nat. Horn., XXXil
(PG 40, 728).

17 De Fide Orth , II, 24 (PG 94, 953).
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Lariness, as was stated above, for such movements caused by

an extrinsic principle are of another genus of movement.

Reply Ob). 3. God moves man to act, not only by pro-

posing the appetible to the senses, or by effecting a change m
his body, but also by moving the will itself

;
for every move-

ment both of the will and of nature proceeds from God as the

First Mover. And just as it is not incompatible with nature

that the movement of nature be from God as the First Mover,

inasmuch as nature is an instrument of God moving it, so it

is not contrary to the character of a voluntary act that it pro-

ceed from God, inasmuch as the will is moved by God. Never-

theless, both natural and voluntary movements have this in

common, that it belongs to the nature of both that they

should proceed from a principle within the agent.

Second Article

WHETHER THERE IS ANYTHING VOLUNTARY IN
IRRATIONAL ANIMALS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing voluntary
in irrational animals. For voluntary is so called from voluntas

[will] . Now since the will is in the reason,18 it cannot be in

irrational animals. Therefore neither is there anything volun-

tary in them.

Obj. 2. Further, according as human acts are voluntary,

man is said to be master of his actions. But irrational animals
are not masters of their actions, for they act not

,
but rather

are they acted upon

,

as Damascene says 19 Therefore there is

no voluntary act in irrational animals.

Obj. 3. Further, Damascene says that voluntary acts lead

to praise and blame .

20 But neither praise nor blame befits the

acts of irrational animals. Therefore such acts are not volun-
tary.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that both children

and irrational animals participate in the voluntary?1 The
same is said by Gregory of Nyssa22 and Damascene.23

13
Aristotle, De An, III, 9 (432b 5). ™De Fide Orth., II, 27 (PG

94, 960).
20 Op. ctt., II, 24 (PG 94, 953).

21 Eth Ill, 2 (nub
%),

82
Cf. Nemesius, De Nat. Ram., XXXII (PG 40, 729) .

23 De
Fide Orth,, II, 24 (PG 94, 956).
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I answer that

>

As was stated above, it is of the nature of a
voluntary act that its principle be within the agent, together
with some knowledge of the end. Now knowledge of the end
is twofold, perfect and imperfect. Perfect knowledge of the
end consists in not only apprehending the thing which is

the end, but also in knowing it under the aspect of end, and the
relationship of the means to that end. And such a knowledge
of the end belongs to none but the rational nature.—But im-
perfect knowledge of the end consists in a mere apprehension
of the end, without knowing it under the aspect of end, or the
relationship of an act to the end. Such a knowledge of the

end is exercised by irrational animals, through their senses

and their natural estimative power.
Consequently, perfect knowledge of the end is accom-

panied by the voluntary in its perfect nature, inasmuch as,

having apprehended the end, a man can, from deliberating

about the end and the means thereto, be moved, or not, to

gain that end.—But imperfect knowledge of the en3 is ac-

companied by the voluntary in its imperfect nature, inasp

much as the agent apprehends the end, but does not de-

liberate, and is moved to the end at once, Therefore the

voluntary in its perfection belongs to none but the rational

nature, whereas the imperfect voluntary belongs also to irra-

tional animals.

Reply Ob). 1 . The will is the name of the rational appetite,

and consequently it cannot he in beings devoid of reason But
the term voluntary is derived from voluntas [will

] ,
and can

be extended to those things in which there is some participa-

tion of will, by way of likeness thereto, It is thus that volun-

tary action is attributed to irrational animals, in so far as

they are moved to an end, through some kind of knowledge.

Reply Obj . 2. The fact that man is master of his actions is

due to his being able to deliberate about them; for since the

deliberating reason is indifferently disposed to opposites, the

will can proceed to either. But it is not thus that voluntari

ness is in irrational animals, as was stated above.

Reply Obj . 3. Praise and blame attach to the voluntary act

according to the perfect notion of the voluntary, which is not

to be found in irrational animals*
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Third Article

WHETHER THERE CAN BE VOLUNTARINESS WITHOUT
ANY ACT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article *

—

Objection 1 It would seem that voluntariness cannot be
without any act. For that is voluntary which proceeds from

the will. But nothing can proceed from the will, except

thiough some act, at least an act of the will itself. Therefore

there cannot be voluntariness without act.

Obj. 2. Further, just as one is said to will by an act of the

will, so when the act of the will ceases, one is said not to will.

But not to will causes involuntariness, which is contrary to

voluntariness. Therefore there can be nothing voluntary

when the act of the will ceases.

Obj. 3. Further, knowledge is part of the nature of the vol-

untary, as was stated above But knowledge involves an act.

Therefore voluntariness cannot be without some act.

On the contrary
,
The term voluntary is applied to that of

which we are masters. Now we are masters in respect of to

act and not to act, to will and not to will. Therefore, just as

to act and to will are voluntary, so also are not to act and not
to will

I answer that
, Voluntary is what proceeds from the will.

Now one thing proceeds from another in two ways. First, di-

rectly, m which sense something proceeds from another inas-

much as this other acts: e.g., heating from heat. Secondly, in-

directly, in which sense something proceeds from another

through the fact that this other does not act. Thus the sink-

ing of a ship is attributed to the helmsman, from his having
ceased to steer.—But we must take note that the cause of

what follows from the failure to act is not always the agent as

not acting, but only when the agent can and ought to act For
if the helmsman were unable to steer the ship, or if the ship’s

helm were not entrusted to him, the sinking of the ship

would not be attributed to him, although it might be due to

his absence from the helm.

Since, then, by willing and acting, the will is able, and
sometimes ought, to hinder not-wilhng and not-acting, this

not-willing and not-acting is imputed to the will as though
proceeding from it And thus it is that we can have the vol-
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untary without an act, and this sometimes without an out-
ward act, but with an interior act, for instance, when one
wills not to act, and sometimes without even an interior act,

as when one does not will to act.

Reply Obj. 1. We apply the term voluntary not only to
that which proceeds from the will directly, as from its agent,
but also to that which proceeds from it indirectly as from its

non-agent

Reply Obj. 2. Not to will is said in two senses. First, as
though it were one word, and the infinitive of I-do-not-
will. Consequently, just as when I say I do not will to read

,

the sense is, I will not to read

,

so not to will to read is the
same as to will not to read

;

and in this sense not to will

causes involuntariness.—Secondly it is taken as a sentence,

and then no act of the will is affirmed. And in this sense not
to will does not cause involuntariness.

Reply Obj. 3. Voluntariness requires an act of knowledge
in the same way as it requires an act of will, namely, in order
that it be in one’s power to consider, to will and to act. And
then, just as not to will and not to act, when it is time to will

and to act, is voluntary, so is it voluntary not to consider.

Fourth Artide

WHETHER VIOLENCE CAN BE DONE TO THE WILL?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that violence can be done to the

will. For everything can be compelled by that which is more
powerful. But there is something, namely, God, that is more
powerful than the human will. Therefore it can be compelled,

at least by Him.
Obj 2. Further, every passive subject is compelled by its

active principle, when it is changed by it. But the will is a
passive power, for it is a moved mover .

24 Therefore, since it

is sometimes moved by its active principle, it seems that it is

sometimes compelled.

Ob]. 3. Further, violent movement is that which is contrary

to nature. But the movement of the will is sometimes con-

trary to nature, as is clear of the will’s movement to sin,

^Aristotle, De An., Ill, 10 (433a 9, b 16).
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which is contrary to nature, as Damascene says .
25 Therefore

the movement of the will can be compelled.

On the contrary, Augustine says that what is done volun-

tarily is not done of necessity 26 Now whatever is done under

compulsion is done of necessity, and consequently what is

done by the will cannot be compelled. Therefore the will can-

not be compelled to act.

I answer that, The act of the will is twofold: one is its im-

mediate act, as it were, elicited by it, namely, to will
,
the

other is an act of the will commanded by it, and put into

execution by means of some other power, e g., to walk and to

speak
,
which are commanded by the will to be executed by

means of the power of locomotion.

As regards the commanded acts of the will, then, the will

can suffer violence, in so far as violence can prevent the ex-

terior members from executing the wilFs command. But as to

the will’s own proper act, violence cannot be done to the will.

The reason for this is that the act of the will is nothing else

than an inclination proceeding from an interior knowing
principle, just as the natural appetite is an inclination pro-

ceeding from an interior principle without knowledge. Now
what is compelled or violent is from an exterior principle.

Consequently, it is contraiy to the nature of the will’s own
act that it should be subject to compulsion or violence; just

as it is also contrary to the nature of the natural inclination

or the movement of a stone to be moved upwards. For a stone

may have an upward movement from violence, but that this

violent movement be from its natural inclination is impos-
sible. In like manner, a man may be dragged by force, but it

is contrary to the very notion of violence that he be thus
dragged of his own will.

Reply Obj. 1 . God, Who is more powerful than the human
will, can move the will of man, according to Prov. xxi 1 : The
heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord; whithersoever

He will He shall turn it . But if this were by compulsion, it

would no longer be by an act of the will, nor would the will

itself be moved, but something else against the will.

Reply Ob 2. It is not always a violent movement when
a passive subject is moved by its active principle, but only
then when this is done against the interior inclination of the

35 De Fide Orth., IV, 20 (PG 94, 1196).
x De Civit. Dei, V, 10

(PL 41, 152)
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passive subject. Otherwise, every alteration and generation
of simple bodies would be unnatural and violent, whereas
they are natural by reason of the natural interior aptitude of

the matter or subject to such a disposition. In like manner,
when the will is moved, according to its own inclination, by
the appetible object, this movement is not violent but volun-
tary.

Reply Obj, 3. That to which the will tends by sinning, al-

though in reality it is evil and contrary to the rational nature,

is nevertheless apprehended as something good and smtable
to nature, m so far as it is suitable to man by reason of some
pleasurable sensation or some vicious habit.

Fifth Article

WHETHER VIOLENCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that violence does not cause in-

voluntariness. For we speak of voluntariness and involuntari-

ness in terms of the will. But violence cannot be done to the

will, as was shown above. Therefore violence cannot cause

involuntariness.

Ob], 2. Further, that which is done involuntarily is done

with grief, as Damascene27 and the Philosopher28 say. But
sometimes a man suffers compulsion without being grieveo

thereby. Therefore violence does not cause involuntariness.

Obj

,

3. Further, what is from the will cannot be involun-

tary. But some violent actions proceed from the will, for in-

stance, when a man with a heavy body goes upwards, or

When a man contorts his members in a way contrary to their

.natural flexibility. Therefore violence does not cause involun^

tariness.

On the contrary
,
The Philosopher29 and Damascene30 say

lhat things done under compulsion are involuntary .

I answer that, Violence is directly opposed to the volun-

tary, as likewise to the natural. For the voluntary and the

natural have this in common, that both are from an intrinsic

principle, whereas the violent is from an extrinsic principle.

And for this reason, just as in things devoid of knowledge

27 De Fide Orth, II, 24 (PG 94, 953). HI, 1 (ima 20).

**lbid. (1109b 35)*
80 De Fide Otth

,

II, 24 (PG 94, 953 )-
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violence effects something against nature, so in things en-

dowed with knowledge it effects something against the will.

Now that which is against nature is said to be unnatural
,

and, in like manner, that which is against the will is said to

be involuntary . Therefore violence causes involuntariness.

Reply Ob]. 1. The involuntary is opposed to the voluntary.

Now it has been said that not only the act which proceeds

immediately from the will is called voluntary, but also the

act commanded by the will. Consequently, as to the act which

proceeds immediately from the will, violence cannot be done

to the will, as was stated above. But as to the commanded
act, the will can suffer violence, and consequently in this

respect violence causes involuntariness.

Reply Ob]. 2. Just as that is said to be natural which is

according to the inclination of nature, so that is said to be
voluntary which is according to the inclination of the will

Now a thing is said to be natural in two ways. First, because

it is from nature as from an active principle: e.g ., it is natu-

ral for fire to produce heat. Secondly, according to a passive

principle, because, namely, there is m nature an inclination

to receive an action from an extrinsic principle. Thus, the

movement of the heavens is said to be natural by reason of

the natural aptitude in the body of the heavens to receive

such movement, although the cause of that movement is a
voluntary agent. In like manner, an act is said to be volun-

tary in two ways. First, in regard to action, for instance,

when one wills to act; secondly, in regard to passion, as when
one wills to receive an action from another. Hence, when ac-

tion is inflicted by an extrinsic agent, as long as the will to

suffer that action remains in the passive subject, this is not
violent absolutely; for although the patient does nothing by
way of action, he does something by being willing to suffer.

Consequently this cannot be called involuntary.

Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says,31 the movement of

an animal, whereby at times an animal is moved against the

natural inclination of the body, although it is not natural to

the body, is nevertheless in a way natural to the animal, to

which it is natural to be moved according to its appetite.

Accordingly this is violent, not absolutely, but relatively.

—

The same remark applies in the case of one who contorts his

Kphys., VIII, 4 (254b 14)-
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members in a, way that is contrary to their natural disposi-
tion. For this is violent relatively, i.e., as to that particular
member; but not absolutely, i.e., as to the man himself.

Sixth Article

WHETHER FEAR CAUSES WHAT IS INVOLUNTARY ABSOLUTELY?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that fear causes what is

voluntary absolutely. For just as violence regards that which
is contrary to the will in the present, so fear regards a future

evil which is repugnant to the will. But violence causes what
is involuntary absolutely. Therefore fear too causes what U
involuntary absolutely.

*

Ob] . 2. Further, that which is of itself such, remains such,

whatever be added to it. Thus what is of itself hot, as long

as it remains, is still hot, whatever be added to it. But that

which is done through fear is involuntary in itself. Therefore,

even with the addition of fear it is involuntary.

Ob). 3. Further, that which is such, subject to a condition,

is such in a certain respect; whereas what is such, without

any condition, is such absolutely. Thus, what is necessary,

subject to a condition, is necessary in some respect, but wfcat

is necessary without qualification is necessary absolutely. But
that which is done through fear is involuntary absolutely;

and it is not voluntary, save under a condition, namely, in

1 order that the evil feared may be avoided. Therefore that

which is done through fear is involuntary absolutely.

On the contrary

,

Gregory of Nyssa3^ and the Philosopher33

say that such things as are done through fear are voluntary

rather than involuntary.

I answer that

,

As the Philosopher says,34 and likewise

Gregory of Nyssa in his book On Man
,

35 such things as are

done through fear are of a mixed character, being partly

voluntary and partly involuntary. For that which is done

through fear, considered in itself, is not voluntary; but it

becomes voluntary in this particular case, in order, namely,

to avoid the evil feared.

83
Cf. Nemesws, De Nat. Horn , XXX (PG 40, 721).

88 Eth

,

III,

1 (moa 12).
84 Ibid

.

35
Cf. Nemesius, De Nat. Horn., XXX

(PG 40, 721).
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But if the matter be considered rightly, such things are

voluntary rather than involuntary; for they are voluntary

absolutely, but involuntary in a certain respect. For a thing

is said to be absolutely according as it is in act; but accord-

ing as it is only in the apprehension, it is not so absolutely,

but in a certain respect. Now that which is done through

fear is in act in so far as it is done. For, since acts are con-

cerned with singulars, and since the singular, as such, is here

and now, that which is done is in act in so far as it is here

and now and under other individuating circumstances. Hence
that which is done through feai is voluntary, inasmuch as it

is here and now, that is to say, in so far as, under the cir-

cumstances, it hinders a greater evil which was feared; and
jhus, the throwing of the cargo into the sea becomes volun-

tary during the storm, through fear of danger, and so it is

clear that it is voluntary absolutely. And hence it is that

what is done out of fear has the nature of what is voluntary,

because its principle is within.—But if we consider what is

done through fear, as outside this particular case, and inas-

much as it is repugnant to the will, this exists only according

to our consideration of things; and consequently it is in-

voluntary, considered in that respect, that is to say, outside

the actual circumstances of this or that particular case.

"Reply Obja i. Things done through fear and compulsion
differ not only according to present and future time, but also

in this, that the will does not consent, but is moved entirely

counter to that which is done through compulsion; whereas
what is done through fear becomes voluntary because the will

is moved towards it, although not for its own sake, but be-

cause of something else, that is, in order to avoid an evil

which is feared. For the conditions of a voluntary act are

satisfied, if it be done because of something else voluntary,

since the voluntary is not only what we will for its own sake

as an end, but also that we will for the sake of something
else as an end. It is clear therefore that in what is done from
compulsion, the will does noihing inwardly, whereas in what
is done through fear, the will does something Accordingly,

as Gregory of Nyssa says,56 in order to exclude things done
through tear, a violent action is defined not only as one
whose principle is from the outside, hut with the addition^

80
Ibid. (PG 40, 720).
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in which he that suffers violence concurs not at all; for the
will of him that is in fear does concur somewhat in that

which he does through fear.

Reply Obj. 2. Things that are such absolutely, remain
such, whatever be added to them: e,g., a cold thing, or a
white thing

;
but things that are such relatively vary accord'

ing as they are compared with different things. For what is

big in comparison with one thing is small in comparison with
another. Now a thing is said to be voluntary, not only for its

own sake, as it were, absolutely; but also for the sake of

something else, as it were, relatively. Accordingly, nothing
prevents a thing, which was not voluntary in comparison
with one thing, from becoming voluntary when compared
with another.

Reply Obj . 3. That which is done through fear is voluntary

without any condition, that is to say, according as it is actu-

ally done; but it is involuntary under a certain condition,

that is to say, if such a fear were not thieatening. Conse-

querftly, this argument proves rather the opposite.

1 Seventh Article

WHETHER CONCUPISCENCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence causes in-

voluntariness. For just as fear is a passion, so is concupis-

cence. But fear causes involuntariness to a certain extent.

Therefore concupiscence does so too

Obj . 2. Further, just as the timid man- through fear acts

counter to that which he proposed, so does the incontinent,

through concupiscence. But fear causes involuntariness to a

certain extent. Therefore concupiscence does so also.

Obj . 3. Further, knowledge is necessary for voluntariness.

But concupiscence impairs knowledge, for the Philosopher

says that delight
,
or the lust of pleasure, destroys the judg-

ment of prudence?1 Therefore concupiscence causes involun-

tariness.

On the contrary
,
Damascene says: The involuntary act

leserves mercy or indulgence
,
and is done with regret?* But

neither of these can be said of that which is done out of

Eth y VI, 5 t 1140b 12). De Fide Qrth

,

II, 24 (PG 94, 953)
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concupiscence. Therefore concupiscence does not cause in

voluntariness,

I answer that

,

Concupiscence does not cause involuntari-

ness, but, on the contrary, makes something to be voluntary.

For a thing is said to be voluntary from the tact that the

will is moved to it. Now concupiscence inclines the will to

desire the object of concupiscence. Therefore the effect of

concupiscence is to make something to be voluntary rather

than involuntary.

Reply Obj. 1. Fear has reference to evil, but concupiscence

las reference to good. Now evil of itself is counter to the

will, whereas good harmonizes with the will. Therefore fear

has a greater tendency than concupiscence to cause involun-

tariness.

Reply Obj. 2. He who acts from fear retains the repug-

nance of the will to that which he does, considered in itself.

But he that acts from concupiscence, e,g.
t
an incontinent

man, does not retain his former will whereby he repudiated

the object of his concupiscence; rather his will is chsfcnged

so that he desires that which previously he repudiated. Ac-
cordingly, that which is done out of fear is involuntary, to

a certain extent, but that which is done from concupiscence

is in no way involuntary. For the man who yields to con-

cupiscence acts counter to that which he purposed at first,

but not counter to that which he desires now; whereas the

timid man acts counter to that which in itself he desires now.
Reply Obj. 3. If concupiscence were to destroy knowledge

altogether, as happens with those whom concupiscence has
rendered mad, it would follow that concupiscence would take

away voluntariness. And yet, properly speaking, it would not
make the act involuntary, because in beings bereft of reason

* there is neither voluntary nor involuntary. But sometimes
in those actions which are done from concupiscence, knowl-
edge is not completely destroyed, because the power of
knowing is not taken away entirely, but only the actual con-
sideration in some particular possible act. Nevertheless, this

itself is voluntary, according as by voluntary we mean that

which is in the power of the will, for example, not to act or
not to will

,
and in like manner not to consider

;
for the will

can resist the passion, as we shall state later on.39

80
Q. io, a 3, q. 77, a. 7.
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Eighth Article

WHETHER IGNORANCE CAUSES INVOLUNTARINESS?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that ignorance does not cause
involuntariness. For the involuntary act deserves pardon

,

as
Damascene says.40 But sometimes that which is done through
ignorance does not deserve pardon, according to i Cora xiv.

38: // any man know not
, he shall not be known . Therefore

ignorance does not cause involuntariness,

Obj. 2. Further, every sin implies ignorance, according to

Prov. xiv. 22: They err
,
that work evtL If, therefore, igno-.

ranee causes involuntariness, it would follow that every sin

is involuntary; which is opposed to the saying of Augustine,

that every sin is voluntary 41

Obj. 3„ Further, involuntariness is not without sadness, as

Damascene says.42 But some things are done out of igno-

rance, but without sadness. For instance, a man may kill a
foe, whom he wishes to kill, thinking at the time that he is

killing a stag. Therefore ignorance does not cause involun-

tariness.

On the contrary, Damascene48 and the Philosopher44 say

that what ts done through ignorance is involuntary.

I answer that, If ignorance cause involuntariness, it is in

so far as it deprives one of knowledge, which is a necessary

condition of voluntariness, as was declared above. But it is

not every ignorance that deprives one of this knowledge,

Accordingly, we must take note that ignorance has a three-

fold relationship to the act of the will: in one way, con-

comitantly, in another, consequently, in a third way, ante-

cedently . Concomitantly
,
when there is ignorance of what is

done, but so that even if it were known, it would be done.

For then ignorance does not induce one to will this to be
done, but it just happens that a thing is at the same time

done and not known. Thus, in the example given, a man did

indeed will to kill his foe, but killed him in ignorance, think-

ing to kill a stag. And ignorance of this kind, as the Phi-

losopher states,45 does not cause involuntariness, since it is

M De Fide Orth., II, 24 (PG 94, 953)*
41 De Vera Reltg., XTV

{PL 34, 133).
43 De Fide Orth

,

II, 24 (PG 94, 953).
43

Ibid.
41 Eth„ III, 1 (moa 1). ®IbidD (mob 25).
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not the cause of anything that is repugnant to the will, but

it causes non-voluntariness
,
since that which is unknown can-

not be actually willed.

Ignorance is consequent to the act of the will, in so far as

ignorance itself is voluntary, and this happens in two ways
in accordance with the two aforesaid modes of the voluntary.

First, because the act of the will is brought to bear on the

ignorance, as when a man wills not to know, that he may
have an excuse for sin, or that he may not be withheld from

sin, according to Job xxi. 14. We desire not the knowledge

of Thy ways . And this is called affected ignorance .—Sec-

ondly, ignorance is said to be voluntary, when it regards that

which one can and ought to know, for in this sense not to

act and not to will are said to be voluntary, as was stated

above. And ignorance of this kind happens either when one
does not actually consider what one can and ought to con-

sider (this is called ignorance of evil choice

,

and arises from
some passion or habit), or when one does not take the trou-

ble to acquire the knowledge which one ought to have; in

which sense, ignorance of the general principles of law, which
one ought to know, is voluntary, as being due to negligence.

Accordingly, if in either of these ways ignorance is volun-

tary, it cannot cause what is involuntary absolutely. Never-
theless it causes involuntariness in a certain respect, inas-

much as it precedes the movement of the will towards the

act, which movement would not be, if there were knowledge.
Ignorance is antecedent to the act of the will when it is

not voluntary, and yet is the cause of man’s willing what he
would not will otherwise. Thus a man may be ignorant of

some circumstance of his act, which he was not bound to

know, with the result that he does that which he would not
do if he knew of that circumstance. For instance, a man, after

taking proper precaution, may not know that someone is

coming along the road, so that he shoots an arrow and slays

a passer-by. Such ignorance causes what is involuntary ab-
solutely.

From this may be gathered the solution of the objections.

For the first objection deals with ignorance of what a man is

bound to know. The second, with ignorance of choice, which
is voluntary to a certain extent, as was stated above. The
third, with that ignorance which is concomitant with the act
of the will



Question VIII

ON THE WILL, IN REGARD TO WHAT IT WILLS

{In Three Articles)

We must now consider the different acts of the will, and in

the first place, those acts which belong to the will itself im-
mediately, as being elicited by the will; secondly, those act*',

which are commanded by the will .
1

Now the will is moved to the end, and to the means to the

end. We must therefore consider (i) those acts of the will

whereby it is moved to the end; and (2) those whereby it

is moved to the means 2 And since it seems that there are

three acts of the will in reference to the end: viz., volition,

enjoyment and intention, we must consider (1) volition;

(2) enjoyment; 3
(3) intention 4—Concerning the first, three

things must be considered: (1) Of what things is the will?

(2) By what is the will moved? 5
(3) How is it moved? 6

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry: (1)

Whether the will is of good only? (2) Whether it is of the

end only, or also of the means? (3) If in any way it be of

the means, whether it be moved to the end and to the means
by the same movement?

Second Article

WHETHER VOLITION IS OF THE END ONLY, OR ALSO OF THE
MEANS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that volition is not of the

means, but of the end only. For the Philosopher says that

volition is of the end, while choice is of the means?
Obj. 5. Further, For objects differing in genus there are

corresponding different powers of the soul? Now the end

and the means are in different genera of good, because the

end, which is a good either of rectitude or of pleasure, is in

the genus quality
,
or action

,
or passion

;
whereas the good

which is useful, and is directed to an end, is in the genus

4
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relation? Therefore, if volition is of the end, it is not of the

means.
Ob;. 3. Further, habits are proportioned to powers, since

they are their perfections But in those habits which are

called practical arts, the end belongs to one, and the means
to another art. Thus the use of a ship, which is its end, be-

longs to the art of the helmsman, whereas the building of

the ship, which is directed to the end, belongs to the art of

the shipwright. Therefore, since volition is of the end, it is

not of the means.

On the contrary

,

In natural things, it is by the same power
that a thing passes through the middle ground and arrives

at the terminus. But the means are a kind of middle ground
through which one arrives at the end or terminus. Therefore,

if volition is of the end, it is also of the means.

I answer that, The term voluntas [will] sometimes desig-

nates the power of the will, sometimes its act [volition] . Ac-
cordingly, if we speak of the will as a power, thus it extends

both to the end and to the means. For every power extends

to those things in which the nature of its object may be
found in any way whatever. Thus the sight extends to all

things whatsoever that are in any way colored. Now the

nature of good, which is the object of the power of will, may
be found not only in the end, but also in the means.

If, however, we speak of will in so far as it is properly the

name of an act, then, strictly speaking, it is of the end only.

For every act denominated from a power designates the

simple act of that power. Thus, to understand designates the

simple act of the understanding. Now the simple act of a

power is referred to that which is in itself the object of that

power. But that which is good and willed in itself is the end.

Therefore volition, properly speaking, is of the end itself. On
the other hand, the means are good and willed, not in them-
selves, but as referred to the end. Therefore the will is di-

rected to them only in so far as it is directed to the end; so

that what it wills in them, is the end. So, too, to understand
is properly directed to things that are known in themselves,

i.e., first principles; but we do not speak of understanding
with regai d to things known through first principles, except
in so far as we see the principles in those things. Now in

Op ctt., I, 6 (1096a 26)
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morals the end is what principles are in speculative matters.10

Reply Ob], 1. The Philosopher is speaking of the will as

signifying the simple act of the will, not as signifying the

power of the will.
11

Reply Obj . 2. There are different powers for objects that

differ in genus and are mutually independent. For instance,

sound and color are different genera of sensibles, to which
are referred hearing and sight. But the useful and the right-

eous are not mutually independent, but are as that which is

of itself and that which is in relation to another. Now such
objects are always referred to the same power. For instance,

the power of sight perceives both color and the light by
which color is seen.

Reply Obj. 3. Not everything that diversifies habits diver-

sifies the powers, since habits are certain determinations of

powers to certain special acts. Moreover, every practical art

considers both the end and the means. For the art of the

helmsman does indeed consider the end, as that which it

effects; and the means, as that which it commands. On the

other hand, the ship-building art considers the means as that

which it effects; but it considers that which is the end as

that to which it refers what it effects. And again, in every

practical art there is an end proper to it and the means that

belong properly to that art.

10
cit.} VII, 8 (1151a 16).

n Op. cit., Ill, 2 (nub 26).



Question IX

ON THAT WHICH MOVES THE WILL

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider what moves the will, and under this

bead there are six points of inquiry: (i) Whether the will is

moved by the intellect? (2) Whether it is moved by the

sensitive appetite? (3) Whether the will moves itself? (4)

Whether it is moved by an extrinsic principle? (5) Whether

it is moved by a heavenly body? (6) Whether the Will is

moved by God alone as by an extrinsic principle?

First Article

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY THE INTELLECT?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1 It would seem that the will is not moved by
the intellect. For Augustine says on Ps. cxviii. 20 (My soul

hath coveted to long for Thy justifications) * The intellect

flies ahead, the desire follows sluggishly or not at all; we
know what is good, but deeds delight us notA But it would
not be so, if the will were moved by the intellect; for the

movement of the movable results from the motion of the

mover. Therefore the intellect does not move the will.

Obj

.

2, Further, the intellect, in presenting the appetible

object to the will, stands in relation to the will as the imagi-

nation in representing the appetible object to the sensitive

appetite. But the imagination, in presenting the appetible

object, does not move the sensitive appetite; indeed some-
times our imagination affects us no more than what is set

before us in a picture, and moves us not at all*
2 Therefore

neither does the intellect move the will.

Ob]. 3. Further, the same is not mover and moved in re-

spect of the same thing. But the will moves the intellect, for

we exercise the intellect when we will. Therefore the intellect

does not move the will.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that the appetible

is a mover not moved, whereas the will is a mover moved?
1
JtLnarr. in Psalm., super CXVIII, 20, serin. VIII (PL 37, 1552).

9
Aristotle, De An,, MI, 3 (427b 23),

8 Op. dt., Ill, 6 (433b 10;

b 16),
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I answer that

,

A thing requires to be moved by something
in so far as it is in potentiality to several things. For that

which is in potentiality needs to be reduced to act by some-
thing actual; and to do this is to move. Now a power of the

soul is found to be in potentiality to different things in two
ways, first, with regard to acting and not acting; secondly,

with regard to this or that action. Thus, the sight sometimes
sees actually, and sometimes sees not; and sometimes it sees

white, and sometimes black. It needs therefore a mover in

two respects: viz., as to the exercise or use of the act, and as

to the determination of the act. The first of these is on the

part of the subject, which is sometimes acting, sometimes not
acting; while the other is on the part of the object, by reason
of which the act is specified.

The motion of the subject itself is due to some agent. And
since every agent acts for an end, as was shown above

,

4 the

principle of this motion lies in the end. Hence it is that the

art, which is concerned with the end, by its command moves
the art which is concerned with the means; just as the art

of sailing commands the art of shipbuilding

P

Now the good
in general, which has the nature of an end, is the object of

the will. Consequently, in this respect, the will moves the

other powers of the soul to their acts, for we make use of

the other powers when we will. For the ends and the perfec-

tions of every other power are included under the object of

the will as particular goods, and the art or power, to which
the universal end belongs, always moves to their acts the arts

or powers to which belong the particular ends included in the

universal end. Thus the leader of an army, who intends the

common good

—

ie,, the order of the whole army—by his

command moves one of the captains, who intends the order

of one company.
On the other hand, the object moves, by determining the

act, after the manner of a formal principle, whereby in natu-

ral things actions are specified, as heating by heat. Now the

first formal principle is universal being and truth, which is

the object of the intellect. And therefore by this kind of

motion the intellect moves the will, as presenting its object

to it.

Reply Obj. i. The passage quoted proves, not that the in-

tellect does not move, but that it does not move of necessity,

*Q. i, a 2. ® Aristotle, Phys II, 2- (194b 5).
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Reply Obj. 2. Just as the imagination of a form without

estimation of fitness or harmfulness does not move the sensi-

tive appetite, so neither does the apprehension of the true

without the aspect of goodness and desirability. Hence it is

not the speculative intellect that moves, but the practical

intellect 6

Reply Obj. 3. The will moves the intellect as to the exer-

cise of its act, since even the true itself, which is the perfec-

tion of the intellect, is included in the universal good as a

particular good But as to the determination of the act, which

the act derives from the object, the intellect moves the will;

for the good itself is apprehended under a special aspect as

contained in the universal true It is therefore evident that

the same is not mover and moved in the same respect.

Second Article

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY THE SENSITIVE APPETITE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will cannot be moved
by the sensitive appetite. For to move and to act is more ex-

cellent than to be passive, as Augustine says.7 But the sensi-

tive appetite is less excellent than the will which is the

intellectual appetite, just as sense is less excellent than intel-

lect. Therefore, the sensitive appetite does not move the will.

Ob], 2. Further, no particular power can produce a univer-

sal effect. But the sensitive appetite is a particular power,

because it follows the particular apprehension of sense There-

fore, it cannot cause the movement of the will, which move-
ment is universal, as following the universal apprehension of

the intellect.

Obj. 3. Further, as is proved in Physics viii
,
the mover is

not moved by that which it moves, in such a way that there

be reciprocal motion 8 But the will moves the sensitive appe-
tite, inasmuch as the sensitive appetite obeys the reason.

Therefore the sensitive appetite does not move the will.

On the contrary, It is written (Jas. i. 14) : Every man is

tempted by his own concupiscence
,
being drawn away and

0
Aristotle, Be An

,

III, 9 (432b 26) ;
xo (433a 17)

7 Be Genesi

$d Litt

,

XII, 16 (PL 34, 467).
8
Aristotle, Phys., VIII, 5 (257b 23).
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allured . But man would not be drawn away by his concupis-
cence, unless his will were moved by the sensitive appetite,

wherein concupiscence resides. Therefore the sensitive appe-
tite moves the will.

/ answer that

,

As we have stated above, that which is ap-
prehended under the nature of what is good and befitting

moves the will as an object Now that a thing appear to be
good and fitting happens from two causes, namely, from the
condition either of the thing proposed, or of the one to whom
it is proposed. For fitness is spoken of by way of relation, and
hence it depends on both extremes. And hence it is that taste,

according as it is variously disposed, takes to a thing in vari-

ous waj's, as being fitting or unfitting. Therefore as the Phi-

losopher says: According as a man is, such does the end seem
to him

.

9

Now it is evident that according to a passion of the sensi-

tive appetite man is changed to a certain disposition. There-

fore, according as man is affected by a passion, something
seems to him fitting, which does not seem so when he is not,

so affected; and thus that seems good to a man when angered,

which does not seem good when he is calm. It is in this way
that the sensitive appetite moves the will, on the part of the

object.

Reply Obj . 1. Nothing hinders that which is better abso-

lutely and in itself from being less excellent in a certain re-

spect. Accordingly, the will is absolutely more excellent than
the sensitive appetite; but in respect of the man in whom a
passion is predominant, in so far as he is subject to that

passion, the sensitive appetite is more excellent.

Reply Obj. 2. Men’s acts and choices are concerned with

singulars. Therefore, from the very fact that the sensitive ap-

petite is a particular power, it has great influence in disposing

man so that something seems to him such or otherwise, in

particular cases.

Reply Obj . 3, As the Philosopher says,10 the reason, in

which resides the will, moves the irascible and concupiscible

powers by its command, not, indeed, by a despotic rule, as a
slave is moved by his master, but by a royal and political

rule, as free men are ruled by their governor, and can never-

theless act counter to his commands. Hence both the irascible

6
Eth., m, 5 (1114a 32). I, 2 (1254b 5).
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and concupiscible parts can move counter to the will, and,

accordingly, nothing hinders the will from being moved by
them at times.

Third Article

WHETHER THE WILL MOVES ITSELF?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will does not move
itself. For every mover, as such, is in act, whereas what is

moved is in potentiality, for movement is the act of that

which is in potentiality
,
in so far as it is in potentiality.11

Now the same is not in potentiality and in act in respect of

the same. Therefore nothing moves itself. Neither, therefore,

<can the will move itself.

Obj . 2. Further, the movable is moved when the mover is

present. But the will is always present to itself. If, therefore,

it moved itself, it would always be moved, which is clearly

false.

Obj. 3. Further, the will is moved by the intellect, as was
stated above. If, therefore, the will moves itself, it would
follow that the same thing is at once moved immediately by
two movers; which seems unreasonable. Therefore the will

does not move itself.

On the contrary, The will is mistress of its own act, and to

it belongs to will and not to will. But this would not be so,

had it not the power to move itself to will. Therefore it moves
itself.

I answer that, As was stated above, it belongs to the will

to move the other powers, by reason of the end which is the

wilTs object. Now, as we have stated above, the end is in the

order of appetibles what a principle is in the order of intel-

ligibles.12 But it is evident that the intellect, through its

knowledge of a principle, reduces itself from potentiality to

act as to its knowledge of conclusions; and thus it moves
itself. And, in like manner, the will, through its volition of

the end, moves itself to will the means.
Reply Obj . 1. It is not in the same respect that the will

moves itself and is moved, and so neither is it in act and in

potentiality in the same respect. But in so far as it actually

,<L
Aristotle, Phys.r HI, 1 (aoia 10).

U
Q ? 8

, a. 2.
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wills the end, it reduces itself from potentiality to act con-

cerning the means, so as to will them actually.

Reply Obj. 2. The power of the will is always actually

present to itself; but the act of the will, by which it wills an
end, is not always in the will. But it is by this act that it

moves itself. Accordingly, it does not follow that it is always
moving itself.

Reply Obj . 3. The will is moved in the same way by the

intellect and by itself. By the intellect it is moved on the

part of j:he object, whereas it is moved by itself, as to

the exercise of its act, in respect of the end.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY AN EXTERIOR
PRINCIPLE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
anything exterior. For the movement of the will is voluntary.

But it is of the nature of the voluntary act that it be from
an intrinsic principle, just as it is of the nature of the natural

act. Therefore the movement of the will is not from anything

exterior.

Obj . 2. Further, the will cannot suffer violence, as was
shown above.18 But the violent act is one the principle oj

which is outside the agent .
14 Therefore the will cannot be

moved by anything exterior.

Obj. 3. Further, that which is sufficiently moved by one

mover needs not to be moved by another. But the will moves
itself sufficiently. Therefore it is not moved by anything ex-

terior.

On the contrary

,

The will is moved by the object, as was
stated above. But the object of the will can be something

exterior/offered to the sense. Therefore the will can be moved
by something exterior.

I answer that, As far as the will is moved by the object,

it is evident that it can be moved by something exterior. But

in so far as it is moved in the exercise of its act, we must like<

wise hold it to be moved by some exterior principle, Foi

everything that is at one time an agent actually, and at am

13
Q* 6, a 4

11
Aristotle, Eth , III, 1 (moa 1).
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other time an agent in potentiality, needs to be moved by a

mover. Now it is evident that the will begins to will some-

thing, which previously it did not will. Therefore it must, of

necessity, be moved by something to will it. And, indeed, it

moves itself, as was stated above, in so far as through will-

ing the end it reduces itself to the act of willing the means.

Now it cannot do this without the aid of counsel. For when
a man wills to be healed, he begins to reflect how this can be

attained, and through this reflection he comes to the con-

clusion that he can be healed by a physician; and this he

wills. But since he did not always actually will to have

health, he must, of necessity, have begun, through something

moving him, to will to be healed. And if the will moved it-

self to will this, it must, of necessity, have done this with the

aid of counsel following some previous volition. But this

process could not go on to infinity. Therefore we must, of

necessity, suppose that the will advanced to its first move-
ment in virtue of the instigation of some exterior mover, as

Aristotle concludes in a chapter of the Eudemian Ethics 15

Reply Ohj. 1. It is of the nature of the voluntary act that

its principle be within the agent, but it is not necessary that

this inward principle be a first principle unmoved by another.

Therefore, though the voluntary act has an inward proximate
principle, nevertheless, its first principle is from the outside.

Thus, too, the first principle of natural movement, namely,
that which moves nature, is from the outside.

Reply Obj. 2. For an act to be violent it is not enough
that its principle be extrinsic, but we must add, without the

concurrence of him that suffers violence . This does not hap-

pen when the will is moved by an exterior principle
;
for it is

the will that wills, though moved by another. But this move-
ment would be violent, if it were counter to the movement
of the will; which in the present case is impossible, since

ihen the will would will and not will the same thing.

Reply Obj . 3. The will moves itself sufficiently in one re-

spect, and in its own order, that is to say, as a proximate
agent, but it cannot move itself in every respect, as we have
shown. Therefore it needs to be moved by another as first

mover.

15 Eth . Eudem, VII, 14 (1248a 14).
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Fifth Article

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY A HEAVENLY
BODY?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the human will is moved
by a heavenly body. For all various and multiform move-
ments are reduced, as to their cause, to a uniform movement
which is that of the heavens, as is proved by Physics viii.

1 *1

But human movements are various and multiform, since they

begin to be, when previously they were not. Therefore they
are reduced, as to their cause, to the movement of the heav-
ens, which is uniform according to its nature.

Ob/. 2. Further, according to Augustine the lower bodies

are moved by the higher .

11 But the movements of the human
body, which are caused by the will, could not be reduced to

the movement of the heavens, as to their cause, unless the

will too were moved by the heavens. Therefore the heavens
move the human will.

Obj . 3. Further, by observing the heavenly bodies astrolo-

gers foretell the truth about future human acts, which are

caused by the will. But this would not be so if the heavenly

bodies could not move man’s will. Therefore the human will

is moved by a heavenly body.

On the contrary
,
Damascene says that the heavenly bodies

are not the causes of our acts 18 But they would be, if the

will, which is the principle of human acts, were moved by
the heavenly bodies. Therefore the will is not moved by the

heavenly bodies.

I answer that
,
It is evident that the will can be moved by

the heavenly bodies in the same way as it is moved by its

exterior object, that is to say, in so far as exterior bodies,

which move the will through being offered to the senses, and

also the organs themselves of the sensitive powers, are sub-

ject to the movements of the heavenly bodies.

But some have maintained that heavenly bodies have an

influence directly on the human will, in the same way as

16
Aristotle, Phys , VIII, 9 (265a 27) ;

cf. op. at,, IV, 14 (223b 18)
17 De Tnn

f HI, 4 (PL 42, 873) .

18 De Fide Orth
,
II, 7 (PG 94, 893)
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some exterior agent moves the will, as to the exercise of its

act 19 But this is impossible. For the will, as is stated in

De Anima lii
,
is in the reason ,

20 Now the reason is a power
of the soul not bound to a bodily organ, and so it follows

that the will is a power absolutely incorporeal and imma-
terial. But it is evident that no body can act on what is

incorporeal, but rather the reverse; for things incorporeal

and immaterial have a power that is more formal and more
universal than any corporeal things. Therefore it is impossi-

ble for a heavenly body to act directly on the intellect or the

will For this reason Aristotle ascribed to those who held

that intellect differs not from the sense
,

21 the theory that

such is the mill of men,
as is the day which the father of men

and of gods brings on22 (referring to Jupiter, by whom they

understand the entire heavens). For all the sensitive powers,

since they are acts of bodily organs, can be moved acci-

dentally by the heavenly bodies

—

i.e., when those bodies are

moved, whose acts they are

But since it has been stated that the intellectual appetite

is moved, in a fashion, by the sensitive appetite, the move-
ments of the heavenly bodies have an indirect bearing on the

will, in so far, namely, as the will happens to be moved by
the passions of the sensitive appetite.

Reply Ob), x. The multiform movements of the human
will are reduced to some uniform cause, which, however, is

above the intellect and will. This can be said, not of any
body, but of some superior immaterial substance. Therefore

there is no need for the movement of the will to be reduced
to the movement of the heavens as to its cause.

Reply Obj . 2. The movements of the human body are

reduced, as to their cause, to the movement of a heavenly

body, in so far as the disposition suitable to a particular

movement is somewhat due to the influence of heavenly
bodies;—also, in so far as the sensitive appetite is stirred

by the influence of heavenly bodies,—and again, in so far as

exterior bodies are moved m accordance with the movement
of heavenly bodies, at whose presence, the will begins to will

or not to will something; e.g.
}
when the body is chilled, we

19
Cf H Denifle, Chartularium, no. 432, error 4 (I, 487) ^Aris-

totle, De An, III, 9 (432b 5),
21 Eg, Empedocles cf Aristotle,

An., Ill, 3 (427a 21). **Ibid. (427a 23).—Homer, Odyss.,

XVIII, 136.
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begin to wish to make the fire. But this movement of the will

is on the part of the object offered from the outside, not op
the part of an inward instigation

Reply Obj . 3. As was stated above, the sensitive appetite*

is the act of a bodily organ 23 Therefore there is no reason

why man should not be prone to anger or concupiscence, or

some like passion, by reason of the influence of heavenly

bodies, just as by reason of his natural temperament. Now
the majority of men are led by the passions, which the wise

alone resist. Consequently, in the majority of cases predic-

tions about human acts, gathered from the observation of

the heavenly bodies, are fulfilled. Nevertheless, as Ptolemy
says, the wise man governs the stars 24 as though to say that

by resisting his passions, he opposes his will, which is free

and in no way subject to the movement of the heavens, to

such effects of the heavenly bodies.

Or, as Augustine says: We must confess that when the

truth is foretold by astrologers, this is due to some most

hidden inspiration, to which the human mind is subject with-

out knowing it. And since this is done in order to deceive

man, it must be the work of the lying spirits

,

25

Sixth Article

WHETHER THE WILL IS MOVED BY GOD ALONE, AS EXTERIOR

PRINCIPLE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
God alone as exterior principle For it is natural that the in-

ferior be moved by its superior; and thus the lower bodies

are moved by the heavenly bodies. But there is something

which is higher than the will of man and below God, namely,

the angel. Therefore man’s will can be moved by an angel

also, as exterior principle

Obj. 2. Further, the act of the will follows the act of the

intellect. But man’s intellect is reduced to act, not by God
alone, but also by the angel who illumines it, as Dionysius

33
S. T

,

I, q 84, a 6 and 7.
24 Centiloquium, verba 4-8—Cf alsc

St Albert, In U Sent, d. xv, a. 4 (XXVII, 276)
26 De Genesi ad

Utt A II, 17 (PL 34, 278).
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says 2<* for the same reason, therefore, the will is moved by
an angel.

Obj. 3. Further, God is not cause of other than good
things, according to Gen . i. 31: God saw all the things that

He had made
,
and they were very good. If, therefore, man’s

will were moved by God alone, it would never be moved to

evil; and yet it is the will by which we sin and by which we
do the right

,
as Augustine says 27

On the contrary

,

It is written (Phil. ii. 13) : It is God Who
worketh m us both to will and to accomplish .

I answer that
,
The movement of the will is from within, as

is also natural movement Now although it is possible for

something to move a natural thing, without being the cause

of the nature of the thing moved, yet that alone which is in

some way the cause of a thing’s nature can cause a natural

movement in that thing. For a stone is moved upwards by
a man, who is not the cause of the stone’s nature, but this

movement is not natural to the stone; but the natural move-
ment of the stone is caused by none other than the cause of

it? nature. Therefore it is said in Physics viii. that the gen-

erator moves locally heavy and light things.28 Accordingly,

man endowed with a will is sometimes moved by something
that is not his cause; but that his voluntary movement be
from an exterior principle which is not the cause of his will,

is impossible.

But the cause of the will can be none other than God. And
this is evident for two reasons. First, because the will is a
power of the rational soul, which is caused by God alone

through creation, as was stated in the First Part.29 Secondly,

it is evident from the fact that the will is ordained to the

universal good. Therefore nothing else can be the cause of

the will, except God Himself, Who is the universal good,

while every other good is good by participation, and is some
particular good; and a particular cause does not give a uni-

versal inclination. Hence, neither can primary matter, which
is in potentiality to all forms, be created by some particular

agent.

Reply Obj . 1. An angel is not above man in such a way as
to be the cause of his will, as the heavenly bodies are the

M De Cad. Pher., IV, 2 (PG 3, 180).
27 Retract I, 9 (PL 32, 596).

{8
Aristotle, Phys VIII, 4 (255b 35).

29
S. T.3 I, q. 90, a. 2 and 3.
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causes of natural forms, from which result the natural move-
ments of natural bodies.

Reply Ob). 2. Man’s intellect is moved by an angel, on
the part of the object, which by the power of the angelic

light is proposed to man’s knowledge. And in this way the

will also can be moved by a creature from the outside, as

was stated above.

Reply Ob). 3. God moves man’s will, as the Universal

Mover, to the universal object of the will, which is the good.

And without this universal motion man cannot will anything.

But man determines himself by his reason to will this or

that, which is a true or apparent good. Nevertheless, some-

times God moves some specially to the willing of something

determinate, which is good, as in the case of those whom
He moves by grace, as we shall state later on.80

811

109, a 2.



Question Xu

ON INTENTION

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider intention, concerning which there are

five points of inquiry: (i) Whether intention is an act of

the intellect or of the will? (2) Whether it is only of the last

end? (3) Whether one can intend two things at the same
time? (4) Whether the intention of the end is the same act

as the volition of the means to the end? (5) Whether inten-

tion befits irrational animals?

First Article

WHETHER INTENTION IS AN ACT OF THE INTELLECT
OR OF THE WILL?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that intention is an act of the

intellect, and not of the will. For it is written (Matt. vi. 22)

:

If thy eye be single, thy whole body shall be lightsome,

where, according to Augustine, the eye signifies intention 1

But since the eye is the organ of sight, it signifies the ap-

prehensive power. Therefore intention is not an act of the

appetitive power, but of the apprehensive power.
Ob). 2. Further, Augustine says that Our Lord spoke of

intention as a light, when He said (Matt. vi. 23): If the

light that is in thee be darkness, etc.2 But light pertains to

knowledge. Therefore intention does too.

Obj. 3 . Further, intention signifies a kind of ordaining to

an end. But to ordain is an act of reason. Therefore intention

belongs, not to the will, but to the reason.

Obj. 4. Further, an act of the will is either of the end or

of the means. But the act of the will in respect of the end is

called volition, or enjoyment, and with regard to the means,
it is called choice. Intention is distinct from these. Therefore

it is not an act of the will.

On the contrary, Augustine says that the intention of the

will unites the sight to the seen body; and likewise it unites

xDe Serm. Dorn II, 13 (PL 34, 1289).
3
Ibid.
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an Image existing in the memory to the gaze of the soul

thinking within itself
3 Therefore intention is an act of the

will.

I answer that, Intention, as the very term denotes, signi-

fies, to tend to something

.

New both the action of the mover
and the movement of the thing moved tend to something.

But that the movement of the thing moved tends to anything

is due to the action of the mover. Consequently, intentio/

belongs first and principally to that which moves to thv,

end; and so we say that an architect, or anyone who is in

authority, moves others by his command to that which he
intends. Now it is the will that moves all the other powers
of the soul to the end, as was shown above.4 Therefore it

is evident that intention, properly speaking, is an act of the

will.

Reply Obj. i. The eye designates intention figuratively

not because intention has reference to knowledge, but be-

cause it presupposes knowledge, which proposes to the will

the end to which the latter moves So, too, we see ahead

with the eye whither we should tend with our bodies.

Reply Ob) . 2. Intention is called a light because it is mani-

fest to him who intends. Therefore works are called darkness

because a man knows what he intends, but knows not what
the result may be, as Augustine expounds in the same refer-

ence.

Reply Ob). 3. The will does not ordain, but tends to some-

thing according to the order of reason. Consequently, this

term intention indicates an act of the will, presupposing the

act by which the reason orders something to the end
Reply Obj. 4. Intention is an act of the will in relation to

the end. Now the will stands in a threefold relation to the

end. First, absolutely, and thus we have volition
,
by which

we will absolutely to have health and so forth. Secondly, it

considers the end as its place of rest, and thus enjoyment

regards the end Thirdly, it considers the end as the term

towards which something is ordained, and thus intention

regards the end. For when we speak of intending to have

health, we mean not only that we will to have it, but that

we will to reach it by means of something else.

X)e Trin XI, 4 ; 8 ; 9 (PL 42, 990; 994, 996). *Q. 9» a. 1

.
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Second Article

WHETHER INTENTION IS ONLY OF THE LAST END?

We proceed thus to the Second .Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that intention is only of the

last end. For it is said in the book of Prospers Sentences

:

The intention of the heart ts a cry to God .
5 But God is the

last end of the human heart. Therefore intention always re-

gards the last end.

Obj. 2. Further, intention regards the end as the terminus,

,s was stated above. But a terminus is something last. There-

iore intention always regards the last end.

Ob). 3. Further, just as intention regards the end, so does

enjoyment. But enjoyment is always of the last end. There-

fore intention is too.

On the contrary, There is but one last end of human
volition, viz

,
happiness, as was stated above.* if, therefore,

intentions were only of the last end, men would not have
different intentions, which is evidently false.

I answer that, As we have stated above, intention regards

the end as a terminus of the movement of the will. Now a

terminus of movement may be taken in two ways. First, the

very last terminus, when the movement comes to a stop; and
this is the terminus of the whole movement. Secondly, some
point midway, which is the beginning of one part of the

movement and the end or terminus of the other. Thus, in

the movement from A to C through B, C is the last terminus,

while B is a terminus, but not the last. And intention can
be of both. Consequently, though intention is always of the

end, it need not always be of the last end.

Reply Ob). 1. The intention of the heart is called a cry to

God, not because God is always the object of intention, but
because He sees our intention.—Or because, when we pray,

we direct our intention to God, which intention has the force

of a cry.

Reply Obj. 2. A terminus is something last, not always in

respect of the whole, but sometimes in respect of a part.

Reply Ob). 3. Enjoyment signifies rest in the end, and this

belongs to the last end alone. But intention signifies move-
ment towards an end, not rest. Therefore the comparison
does not hold.

e Prosper of Aquitaine, Sent. C (PL 51, 441).
0
Q. 1, a. 7,



Question XITI

ON CHOICE, WHICH IS AN ACT OF THE WILL
IN RELATION TO THE MEANS TO THE END

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the acts of the will which are related

to the means to the end. There are three of them: to choose
,

to consent and to use . Now choice is preceded by counsel.

First of all, then, we must consider choice; secondly, coun-

sel; 1 thirdly, consent; 2 fourthly, use.3

Concerning choice there are six points of inquiry: (i) Of
what power is it the act, whether of the will or of the reason?

(2) Whether choice is to be found in irrational animals? (3)
Whether choice is only of the means to the end, or sometimes
also of the end? (4) Whether choice is only of things tha*

we do ourselves? (5) Whether choice is only of possible

things? (6) Whether man chooses of necessity or freely?

First Article

WHETHER CHOICE IZ AN ACT OF THE WILL OR OF THE
REASON?

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is an act, not of

the will, but of the reason For choice expresses a certain

comparison, whereby one thing is preferred to another. But
to compare is an act of reason. Therefore choice is an act of

reason.

Obj. 2. Further, it belongs to the same power to form a

syllogism and to draw the conclusion. But, in practical mat-

ters, it is the reason that forms syllogisms. Since, therefore,

choice is a kind of conclusion in practical matters, as is stated

in Ethics vii.,
4

it seems that it is an act of reason.

Obj, 3. Further, ignorance does not belong to the will but

to the cognitive power. Now there is an ignorance attending

choice
,
as is stated in Ethics iii.

5 Therefore it seems that

choice does not belong to the will but to the reason.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that choice is the

X Q. 14.
S Q 15.

3
Q. 16

A Cf Aristotle, Eth. Ill, 3 (1113a

4; an).
G Op. cit

,

IH, 1 (mob 31).
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desire of things which are in our power .
6 But desire is an act

0f will Therefore choice is too.

I answer that
,
The term choice expresses something be-

longing to the reason or intellect, and something belonging to

the will
;
for the Philosopher says that choice is either intel-

lect influenced by appetite or appetite influenced by intellect ,

7

Now whenever two things concur to make one, one of them
is as a form in relation to the other. Hence Gregory of Nyssa
says that choice is neither desire only

,
nor counsel only

,
but

a combination of the two. For just as we say that an animal

is composed of soul and body
,
and that it is neither only the

body
,
nor only the soul,

but both, so is it with choice 8

Now we must observe, as regards the acts of the soul, that

an act belonging essentially to some power or habit receives

its form or species from a higher power or habit, according

as the inferior is ordered by the superior For if a man were to

perform an act of fortitude for the love of God, that act is

materially an act of fortitude, but formally, an act of charity.

Now it is evident that, in a sense, reason precedes the will

and directs its act, namely, in so far as the will tends to its

object according to the order of reason, for the apprehensive

power presents to the appetite its object. Accordingly, that

act whereby the will tends to something proposed to it as

being good, through being ordained to the end by the reason,

is materially an act of the will, but formally an act of the

reason. Now m such matters, the substance of the act is as

the matter in comparison to lie order imposed by the higher

power. Therefore, choice is substantially, not an act of the

reason, but of the will, for choice is accomplished m a certain

movement of the soul towards the good which is chosen. Con-
sequently, it is evidently an act of the appetitive power.

Reply Obj. 1, Choice implies a previous comparison, but
not that it consists in the comparison itself.

Reply Obj

.

2. It is quite true that it is for the reason to

draw the conclusion of a practical syllogism, and it is called

a decision or judgment
,
to be followed by choice. And for this

reason the conclusion seems to belong to the act of choice, as

to that which results from it.

Reply Obj

.

3. In speaking of ignorance attending chokes

0 Op. cit, HI, 3 (1113a 9). 'Ofi. cit., VI, 2 (1139b 4).
r
Cf.

Hemesius, De Nat. Horn., XXXIII (PG 40, 733).
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we do not mean that choice itself is a sort of knowledge, but
that there is ignorance of what ought to be chosen.

Third Article

WHETHER CHOICE IS ONLY OF THE MEANS TO THE END
OR SOMETIMES ALSO OF THE END?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only of the

means to the end. For the Philosopher says that virtue makes
us choose rightly; but it is not the part of virtue

,
but of some

other power; to direct rightly those things which are to be

done for its sake? But that for the sake of which something
is done is the end. Theiefore choice is of the end.

Obj 2. Further, choice signifies preference of one thing to

another. But just as there can be preference of means, so can
there be preference of ends. Therefore choice can be of ends
just as it can be of means.
On the contrary

,
The Philosopher says that volition is of

the end
,
but choice of the means .

10

1 answer that

,

As we have already stated, choice follows

the decision or judgment which is, as it were, the conclusion

of a practical syllogism. Hence that which is the conclu-

sion of a practical syllogism is the matter of choice. Now m
practical things the end stands in the position of a principle,

not of a conclusion, as the Philosopher says .

11 Therefore the

end, as such, is not a matter of choice.

But just as in speculative matters nothing hinders the prin-

ciple of one demonstration or of one science from being the

conclusion of another demonstration or science (although

the first indemonstrable principle cannot be the conclusion of

any demonstration or Science), so, too, that which is the end

in one operation may be ordained to something as an end.

And in this way it is a matter of choice. Thus in the work
of a physician health is the end, and so it is not a matter

of choice for a physician, but a matter of principle But the

health of the body is ordained to the good of the soul, and,

consequently, with one who has charge of the soul's health,

health or sickness may be a matter of choice; for tne Apostle
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says (2 Cor . xii. 10) : For when I am weak ,
then am 1 power-

ful. But the last end is in no way a matter of choice.

Reply Ob/. 1. The proper ends of the virtues are ordained

to happiness as to their last end. And thus it is that they can

be a matter of choice.

Reply Obj„ 2. As was stated above, there is but one last

end.12 Accordingly, wherever there are several ends, they can

be the subject of choice, in so far as they are ordained to a
further end.

Fourth Article

WHETHER CHOICE IS OF THOSE THINGS ONLY THAT ARE

DONE BY US?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only in re-

spect of human acts. For choice is of the means. Now, not

only acts, but also the organs, are means.13 Therefore choice

is not concerned only with human acts.

Obj . 2. Further, action is distinct from contemplation. But
choice has a place even in contemplation, in so far, namely,

as one opinion is preferred to another. Therefore choice is

not concerned with human acts alone.

Obj. 3. Further, men are chosen for certain posts, whether
secular or ecclesiastical, by those who exercise no action in

their regard. Therefore choice is not concerned with human
acts alone.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that no man chooses

save what he thinks he can do himself.1*

1 answer that, Just as intention regards the end, so choice

regards the means Now the end is either an action or a thing.

And when the end is a thing, some human action must inter-

vene, and this either in so far as man produces the thing

Which is the end, as the physician produces health (and so

the production of health is said to be the end of the physi-

cian), or in so far as man, in some fashion, uses or enjoys

the thing which is the end: e g ,
for the miser, money or the

possession of money is the end. The same is to be said of the

33 Q 1, a. 3. ^Aristotle, Phys., H, 3 (195a 1).
11

Eth., Ill, 2

(imb 25).
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means. For the means must needs be either an action, or

a thing, with some action intervening whereby man either

makes the thing which is the means, or puts it to some use.

And thus it is that choice is always in regard to human acts.

Reply Ob). 1. The organs are ordained to the end inas-

much as man makes use of them for the sake of the end.

Reply Ob). 2 In contemplation itself there is the act of

the intellect assenting to this or that opinion. It is exterior

action that is put in contradistinction to contemplation.

Reply Obj

.

3. When a man chooses someone for a bishopric

or some high position in the state, he chooses to name that

man to that post Otherwise, if he had no right to act in the

appointment of the bishop or prince, he would have no right

to choose. Likewise, whenever we speak of one thing being

chosen in preference to another, it is in conjunction with

some action of the chooser.

Fifth Article

WHETHER CHOICE IS ONLY OF POSSIBLE THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only of pos-

sible things. For choice is an act of the will, as was stated

above. Now there is a willing of the possible and the impos-

sible .

15 Therefore there is also a choice of them.

Obj . 2. Further, choice is of things done by us, as was
stated above. Therefore it matters not, as far as the act of

choosing is concerned, whether one choose that which is im-

possible in itself, or that which is impossible to the chooser.

Now it often happens that we are unable to accomplish what
we choose, so that this proves to be impossible to us. There
fore choice is of the impossible.

Ob). 3. Further, to try to do a thing is to choose to do it.

But the Blessed Benedict says that, if the superior command
what is impossible, it should be attempted.16 Therefore choice

can be of the impossible.

On the contrary
, The Philosopher says that there is no

choice 0} the impossible 17

15 Ibid (urib 22). ™ Reg ad Mon ., LXVII1 (PL 66, 917)
17

jBth.
}
III, 2 (nub 20).
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I answer that

,

As was stated above, our choice is always

concerned with our actions. Now whatever is done by us is

possible to us. Therefore we must needs say that choice is

only of possible things.

Moreover, the reason for choosing a thing is that we may
gain the end through it, or that it conduces to an end. But
what is impossible cannot conduce to an end. A sign of this

is that when men, in taking counsel together, come to some-

thing that is impossible to them, they depart, as being unable

to proceed with the business.

Again, this is evident if we examine the preceding process

of the reason. For the means, which are the object of choice,

are to the end as the conclusion is to the principle Now it

is clear that an impossible conclusion does not follow from a

possible principle. Therefore an end cannot be possible un-

less the means be possible. Now no one is moved to the

impossible. Consequently, no one would tend to the end, save

for the fact that the means appear to be possible. Therefore

the impossible is not the object of choice.

Reply Obj, 1. The will stands between the intellect and the

external action; for the intellect proposes to the will its ob-

ject, and the will causes .the external action. Hence the prin-

ciple of the movement in the will is to be found in the

intellect, which apprehends something as a universal good;

but the term or perfection of the will’s act is to be observed

in its relation to the action by which a man tends to the at-

tainment of a thing, for the movement of the will is from the
soul to the thing. Consequently, the perfection of the act of

the will is in respect of something that is good for one to do.

Now this cannot be something impossible. Therefore, perfect

willing is only in respect of what is possible and good for him
that wills. But imperfect willing is in respect of the impos-
sible; and by some it is called velleity, because, namely, one
would will [vettet] such a thing, were it possible. But choice

is an act of the will already fixed on something to be done
by the chooser. And therefore it is by no means of anything
but what is possible.

Reply Obj. 2. Since the object of the will is the appre*
hended good, we must judge of the 'object of the will accord-
ing as it is apprehended. And so, just as sometimes tlie will

tends to something which is apprehended as good, and yet
is not really good, so choice is sometimes made of something
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apprehended as possible to the chooser, and yet impossible
to him.

Reply Obj. 3. The reason for this is that the subject should
not rely on his own judgment to decide whether a certain

thing is possible; but in each case should stand by bis supe-
rior’s judgment.



Question XVIII

ON THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF HUMAN
ACTS, IN GENERAL

(In Eleven Articles)

We must now consider the goodness and malice of human
acts. First, we must consider how a human act is good or

evil; secondly, what results from the goodness or malice of

a human act, as merit or demerit, sin and guilt.1

Under the first head there will be a threefold considera-

tion, the first will be of the goodness and malice of human
acts, in general; the second, of the goodness and malice of

internal acts, 2 the third, of the goodness and malice of ex-

ternal acts s

Concerning the first there are eleven points of inquiry:

(i) Whether every human action is good, or are there evil

actions? (2) Whether the good or evil of a human act is

derived from its object? (3) Whether it is derived from a

circumstance? (4) Whether it is derived from the end? (5)
Whether a human action is good or evil in its species? (6)

Whether an act has the species of good or evil from its

end? (7) Whether the species derived from the end is con-

tained under the species derived fiom the object, as under its

genus, or conversely? (8) Whether any act is indifferent in

its species? (9) Whether an individual act can be Indifferent?

(10) Whether a circumstance places a moral act in a species

of good or evil? (n) Whether every circumstance tha'i

makes an act better or worse places the moral act in a species

of good or evil?

First Article

WHETHER EVERY HUMAN ACTION IS GOOD, OR ARE THERE
EVIL ACTIONS?

We proceed thus to the First Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that every human action is

good, and that none is evil. For Dionysius says that evil acts

not, save by the power of the good,4 But no evil is done by
the power of the good. Therefore no action is evil.

X
Q. 21.

3
Q. 19*

3
Q 20. ^JDe Div. Norn., IV, 20 (PG 3, 717).
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Obj. 2. Further, nothing acts except in so far as it is in

act. Now a thing is evil, not according as it is in act, but
according as its potentiality is deprived of act; whereas in

so far as its potentiality is perfected by act, it is good, as is

stated in Metaph . ix.
5 Therefore nothing acts in so far as

it is evil, but only according as it is good Therefore every
action is good, and none is evil.

Obj 3. Further, evil cannot be a cause, save accidentally,

as Dionysius declares.6 But every action has some effect

which is proper to it. Therefore no action is evil, but every
action is good.

On the contrary

,

Our Lord said {Jo. iii. 20)

:

Every one
that doth evil, hateth the light. Therefore some actions of

man are evil.

I answer that

,

We must speak of good and evil in actions

as of good and evil in things, because such as everything is,

such is the act that it produces Now m things, each one has

so much good as it has being, for good and being are con-

vertible, as was stated in the First Part.7 But God alone

has the whole fullness of His Being in a manner which is one
and simple, whereas every other thing has its proper fullness

of being in a certain multiplicity. Therefore it happens with

some things, that they have being in some respect, and yet

they are lacking in the fullness of being due to them. Thus
the fullness of human being requires a composite of soul and
body, having all the powers and instruments of knowledge

and movement; and so if any man be lacking in any of these,

he is lacking in something due to the fullness of his being.

Hence, as much as he has of being, so much has he of good-

ness, while so far as something is lacking in the fullness of its

being, so far does this fall short of goodness, and is said to

be evil Thus a blind man is possessed of goodness inasmuch

as he lives, and of evil, inasmuch as he lacks sight. That,

however, which has nothing of being or goodness, could not

be said to be either evil or good. But since this same fullness

of being is of the very notion of good, if a thing be lacking

in its due fullness of being, it is not said to be good abso-

lutely, but in a certain respect, inasmuch ,as it is a being;

B
Aristotle, Metaph, VIII, 9 (1051a 4, a 29).

6 De Div. Nom

^

IV, 20, 32 (PG 2, 717; 732).
7 S T I, q. 5, a. 1 and 3; q. 17, a.

4, ad 2.
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although it can be called a being absolutely, and a non-being

in a certain respect, as was stated in the First Part.8

We must therefore say that every action has goodness in

so far as it has being, whereas it is lacking in goodness in so

far as it is lacking in something that is due to its fullness of

being; and thus it is said to be evil, for instance, if it lacks

the measure determined by reason, or its due place, or some-

thing of the kind.

Reply Obj. 1. Evil acts in the power of a deficient good.

For if there were nothing of good there, there would be
neither being nor possibility of action. On the other hand, if

good were not deficient, there would be no evil. Conse-

quently, the action done is a deficient good, which is good in

a certain respect, but evil absolutely.

Reply Ob}. 2. Nothing hinders a thing from being in act

in a certain respect, so that it can act, and in a certain respect

deficient in act, so as to cause a deficient act. Thus, a blind

man has actually the power of walking, whereby he is able to

walk; but inasmuch as he is deprived of sight, he suffers a
defect in walking by stumbling when he walks.

Reply Obj . 3. An evil action can have a proper effect, ac-

cording to the goodness and being that it has. Thus, adultery

is the cause of human generation, inasmuch as it implies

union of male and female, but not inasmuch as it lacks the

order of reason.

Second Article

WHETHER THE GOOD OR EVIL OF A MAN’S ACTION IS

DERIVED FROM ITS OBJECT?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the good or evil of an
action is not derived from its object. For the object of any
action is a thing. But evil is not injhings, but in the sinner’s

use of them

,

as Augustine says.9 Therefore the good or evil

of a human action is not derived from its object.

Obj . 2. Further, the object is compared to the action as its

matter. But the goodness of a thing is not from its matter,

but rather from the form, which is an act. Therefore good
and evil in actions is not derived from their object.

8
S. T„ I, q. 5, a. 1, ed j.

0 De Doct . Christ

,

III, 12 (PL 34, 73).
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Obj. 3. Further, the object of an active power is compared
to the action as effect to cause. But the goodness of a cause
does not depend on its effect; rather is it the reverse. There-
fore good or evil in actions is not derived from their object.

On the contrary

,

It is written
(Osee ix. 10) * They became

abominable as those thmgs which they loved. Now man be-

comes abominable to God because of the malice of his action.

Therefore the malice of his action is according to the evil

objects that man loves. And the same applies to the goodness
of his action.

I answer that, As was stated above, the good or evil of an
action, as of other things, depends on its fullness of being or

its lack of that fullness. Now the first thing that belongs to

the fullness of being seems to be that which gives a thing

its species. And just as a natural thing has its species from its

form, so an action has its species from its object, just as does
movement from its term Therefore, just as the primary good-

ness of a natural thing is derived from its form, which gives it

its species, so the primary goodness of a moral action is de-

rived from its suitable object; and so some call such an action

good in its genus,10 e.g
., to make use of what is one’s own.

And just as, in natural things, the primary evil is when a gen-

erated thing does not realize its specific form (for instance,

if instead of a man, something else be generated), so the

primary evil in moral actions is that which is from the object,

for instance, to take what belongs to another. Furthermore,

this action is said to be evil in its genus (genus here stands

for species, just as we apply the term mankind [humanum
genus] to the whole human species).

Reply Ob]. 1. Although external things are good in them-

selves, nevertheless, they have not always a due proportion

to this or that action. And so, inasmuch as they are con-

sidered as objects of such actions, they have not the nature

of a good.

Reply Ob]. 2. The object is not the matter out of which,

but the matter about which
,
and stands in relation to the act

as its form, as it were, through giving it its species

Reply Obj. 3. The object of human action is not always

the object of an active power. For the appetitive power is in

a way passive, in so far as it is moved by the appetible ob*'

10
Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., H, xxxvi, 6 (I, 504).
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ject; and yet it is a principle of human actions.—-Nor again

have the objects of the active powers always the nature of an

effect, but only when they are already transformed. Thus
food, when transformed, is the effect of the nutritive power,

whereas food, before being transformed, stands in relation to

the nutritive power as the matter about which it exercises its

operation. Now since the object is in some way the effect of the

active power, it follows that it is the term of its action, and
consequently that it gives it its form and species, since move-
ment derives its species from its terms—Moreover, although

the goodness of an action is not caused by the goodness of

its effect, yet an action is said to be good from the fact that

it can produce a good effect. Consequently, the very propor-

tion of an action to its effect is the measure of its goodness.

Third Article

WHETHER MAN’S ACTION IS GOOD OR EVIL FROM A
CIRCUMSTANCE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that an action is not good or

evil from a circumstance. For circumstances stand around
\circumstant\ an action, as being outside it, as was stated

above. 11 But good and evil are in things themselves, as is

stated in Metaph . vi.
12 Therefore an action does not derive

goodness or malice from a circumstance.

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness or malice of an action is con-

sidered principally in the doctrine of morals. But since cir-

cumstances are accidents of actions, it seems that they are

outside the scope of an art, because no art takes notice of
what is accidental ,

13 Therefore the goodness or malice of an
action is not taken from a circumstance.

Obj
. 3. Further, that which belongs to a thing through its

substance is not attributed to it through an accident. But
good and evil belong to an action in its substance, for an
action can be good or evil m its genus, as was stated above.
Therefore an action is not good or evil from a circumstance.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that a virtuous man
n
Q. 7, a 1. ^Aristotle, Metaph., V, 4 (1027b 23).

V, 2 (1026b 4).

18 Op. cit.,
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acts as he should, and when he should, and so on, according
to the other circumstances.14 Therefore, on the other hand,
the vicious man, in the matter of each vice, acts when he
should not, or where he should not, and so on with the other

circumstances. Therefore human actions are good or evil ac-

cording to circumstances.

I answer that
,
In natural things, it is to be noted that the

whole fullness of perfection due to a thing is not from the

mere substantial form, that gives it its species, for a thing

derives much from supervening accidents, as man does from
shape, color and the like; and if any one of these accidents

be out of due proportion, evil is the result So it is with
action. For the fullness of its goodness does not consist wholly
in its species, but also in certain additions which accrue to

it by reason of certain accidents; and such are its due cir-

cumstances. Therefore, if something be wanting that is requi-

site as a due circumstance, the action will be evil.

Reply Oh7. 1. Circumstances are outside an action inas-

much as they are not part of its essence, but they are in an
action as its accidents. So, too, accidents in natural sub-

stances are outside the essence.

Reply Obj. 2. Every accident is not accidentally in its sub-

ject; for some are proper accidents, and of these every art

takes notice. And thus it is that the circumstances of actions

are considered in the doctrine of morals.

Reply Obj. 3. Since good and being are convertible, accord-

ing as being is predicated substantially and accidentally, so

good is predicated of a thing both in respect of its essential

being, and in respect of its accidental being; and this, both

in natural things and in moral actions.

Fourth Article

WHETHER A HUMAN ACTION IS GOOD OR EVIL

PROM ITS END?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that the good and evil in human
actions are not from the end. For Dionysius says that nothing

acts with a view to evil .

16 If, therefore, an action were good

u Etk., II, 3 (1104b 26).
15 De Div. Norn.. TV.w 31 (PG 3, 716;

732 )
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or evil from its end, no action would be evil. Which is clearly

false.

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness of an action is something in

the action. But the end is an extrinsic cause. Therefore an

action is not said to be good or evil according to its end.

Ob) 3. Further, a good action may happen to be ordered

to an evil end, as when a man gives an alms from vainglory,

and conversely, an evil action may happen to be ordered to

a good end, as a theft committed in order to give something

to the poor. Therefore an action is not good or evil from its

end

On the contrary

,

Boethius says that 1) the end is good
,
the

thing is good,
and if tne end be evil, the thing also is evil.

16

1 answer that
}
The disposition of things as to goodness is the

same as their disposition as to being. But in some things the

being does not depend on another, and in these it suffices to

consider their being absolutely. But there are things the being

of which depends on something else, and hence concerning

them we must consider their being in its relation to the cause

on which it depends. Now just as the being of a thing depends
on the agent and the form, so the goodness of a thing depends
on its end. Hence in the divine Persons, Whose goodness does
not depend on another, the measure of goodness is not taken
from the end. But human actions, and other things, the good-
ness of which depends on something else, have a measure of

goodness from the end on which they depend, in addition to

that goodness which is in them absolutely.

Accordingly, a fourfold goodness may be considered in a

human action. First, that goodness which, as an action, it

derives from its genus; since, as much as it has of action and
being, so much has it of goodness, as was stated above. Sec-

ondly, it has goodness according to its species, which is de-

rived from its befitting object. Thirdly, it has goodness from
its Circumstances,—its accidents, as it were. Fourthly, it has
goodness from its end, to which it is compared as to the
cause of its goodness.

Reply Ob). 1. The good in view of which one acts is not
always a true good; but sometimes it is a true good, some-
times an apparent good. And in the latter event, an evil action

results from the end in view.

Reply Ob). 2 . Although the end is an extrinsic cause, never-
16 De Differ . Top

,

II (PL 64, 1189).



527Q 18 Art. 5 GOOD AND EVIL IN HUMAN ACTS

theless, a due proportion to the end and a relation to it are
inherent in the action.

Reply Ob], 3 , Nothing hinders an action that is good in

one of the ways mentioned above from lacking goodness in

another way. And thus it may happen that an action which
is good in its species or in its circumstances is ordainea to an
evil end, or vice versa. However, an action is not good abso-

lutely, unless it is good in all those ways; for evil results from
any single defect,

but good from the complete cause

,

as

Dionysius says .
17

Fifth Article

WHETHER A HUMAN ACTION IS GOOD OR EVIL

IN ITS SPECIES?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that good and evil in moral ac-

tions do not make a difference of species. For the existence of

good and evil in actions is in conformity with their existence

in things, as was stated above. But good and evil do not make
a specific difference in things, for a good man is specifically

the same as a bad man. Therefore neither do they make a

specific difference in actions.

06;. 2 . Further, since evil is a privation, it is a non-being.

But non-being cannot be a difference, according to the Phi-

losopher .
18 Since, therefore, the difference constitutes the

species, it seems that an action is not constituted in a species

through being evil. Consequently, good and evil do not diver <

sify the species of human actions.

Obj. 3 . Further, acts that differ in species produce different

effects. But the same specific effect results from a good and

from an evil action; and thus a man is born of adulterous or

of lawful wedlock. Therefore good and evil actions do not

differ in species.

06;. 4 . Further, actions are sometimes said to be good or

bad from a circumstance, as was stated above. But since a

circumstance is an accident, it does not give an action its

species. Therefore human actions do not differ in species be*

cause of their goodness or malice.

On the contrary, According to the Philosopher, like habits

17 De Div. Nom

,

TV, 30 (FG 3, 729).
18 Metaph II, 3 (998b 22).
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produce like actions 19 But a good and a bad habit differ in

species, as liberality and prodigality. Therefore good and evil

actions likewise differ in species.

I answer that
,
Every action derives its species from its ob-

ject, as we have stated above. Hence it follows that a differ-

ence of object causes a diversity of species in our actions.

Now it must be observed that a difference of objects causes

a diversity of species in our actions according as our actions

are referred to one active principle, which does not cause a
difference in actions, according as they are referred to an-

other active principle. For nothing accidental constitutes a
species, but only that which is essential; and a difference of

object may be essential in reference to one active principle,

and accidental in reference to another. Thus, to know color

and to know sound differ essentially in reference to sense, but
not in reference to the intellect.

Now in human actions, good and evil are predicated in

relation to the reason, because, as Dionysius says, the good
of man is to be in accordance with reason, and evil is to be

against reason .
20 For that is good for a thing which suits it

according to its form; and evil, that which is against the

order of its form. It is therefore evident that the difference of

good and evil, considered in reference to the object, is an es-

sential difference in relation to reason, i e., according as the

object is suitable or unsuitable to reason. Now certain ac-

tions are called human or moral inasmuch as they proceed
from the reason. Consequently, it is evident that good and
evil diversify the species in human actions, since essential

differences cause a diversity in species.

Reply Obj. 1. Even in natural things, good and evil, inas-

much as something is according to nature, and something
against nature, diversify the natural species, for a dead body
and a living body are not of the same species. In like man-
ner, good, inasmuch as it is in accord with reason, and evil,

inasmuch as it is against reason, diversify the moral species.

Reply Obj. 2. Evil signifies privation, not an absolute one,

but one affecting some potentiality For an action is said to

be evil in its species, not because it has no object at all, but
because it has an object in disaccord with reason, for in-

stance, to appropriate another’s property. Therefore, in so

* Eth II, i (1103b 21) j

20 De Div . Norn., IV, 32 (PG 3, 732).



529Q 18. Art. 6 GOOD AND EVIL IN HUMAN ACTS

far as the object is something positive, it can constitute the
species of an evil act.

Reply Obj. 3 The conjugal act and adultery, as compared
to reason, differ specifically and have effects specifically dif-

ferent; for the one deserves praise and reward, the other,

blame and punishment. But as compared to the generative
power, they do not differ in species, and thus they have one
specific effect.

Reply Obj . 4. A circumstance is sometimes taken as the
essential difference of the object, according as it is related to

the reason; and then it can specify a moral act. And it must
needs be so whenever a circumstance transforms an actiof

from good to evil, for a circumstance would not make an ac*

tion evil, except through being repugnant to reason.

Sixth Article

WHETHER AN ACT HAS THE SPECIES OF GOOD OR EVIL
FROM ITS END?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the good and evil which
are from the end do not diversify the species of acts. For acts

derive their species from the object. But the end is outside

the nature of the object. Therefore the good and evil which
are from the end do not diversify the species of an act.

Obj. 2 Further, that which is accidental does not consti-

tute the species, as was stated above. But it is accidental to

an act to be ordained to some particular end, for instance, to

give alms from vainglory. Therefore acts are not diversified

in species, according to the good and evil which are from the

end.

Obj. 3. Further, acts that differ in species can be ordained

to the same end, and thus to the end of vainglory, actions of

various virtues and vices can be ordained Therefore the good

and evil which are taken from the end do not diversify the

species of action.

On the contrary, It has been shown above that human acts

derive their species from the end 21 Therefore good and evil

in respect of the end diversify the species of acts.

I answer that, Certain acts are called human inasmuch as

*Q. 1, a. 3.
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they are voluntary, as we have stated above.22 Now, in a vol-

untary act, there is a twofold act, viz., the interior act of the

will, and the external act
,
and each of these acts has its object.

The end is properly the object of the interior act of the will,

while the object of the external action is that on which the

action is brought to bear. Therefore, just as the external act

takes its species from the object on which it bears, so the in-

terior act ot the will takes its species from the end, as from

its own proper object.

Now that which is on the part of the will is as form in re-

lation to that which is on the part of the external act, because

the will uses the members to act as its instruments; nor have
external acts any measure of morality, save in so far as the}?'

are voluntaiy. Consequently, the species of a human act is

considered formally with regard to the end, but materially

with regard to the object of the external action. Hence the

Philosopher says that he who steals that he may commit
adultery is

,
strictly speaking

,
more adulterer than^hiefr3

Reply Obj. 1, The end also has the nature of an object, as

we have stated above.

Reply Obj. 2. Although it is accidental to the external act

to be ordered to some particular end, it is not accidental to

the interior act of the will, which is compared to the external

act as form to matter.

Reply Obj . 3. When many acts, differing in species, are

ordered to the same end, there is indeed a diversity of species

on the part of the external acts
;
but there is a unity of species

on the part of the interior act.

Seventh Article

WHETHER THE SPECIES DERIVED PROM THE END IS CON-
TAINED UNDER THE SPECIES DERIVED PROM THE OBJECT
AS UNDER ITS GENUS OR CONVERSELY?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the species of goodness de-
rived from the end is contained under the species of goodness
derived from the object as a species is contained under its

genus: e g., when a man wills to steal in order to give an alms.

For an act takes its species from its object, as was stated

22
Q. i, a. 1.

23
Eth., V, 2 (1130a 24).
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above. But it is impossible for a thing to be contained undei
another species, if this species be not contained under the
proper species of that thing; for the same thing cannot be
contained in different species if there is no subalternation
among them. Therefoie the species which is taken from the

end is contained under the species which is taken from
the object.

Ob;. 2. Further, the last difference always constitutes the

lowest species But the difference derived from the end seems
to come after the difference derived from the object, because
the end is something last. Therefore the species derived from
the end is contained under the species derived from the ob-

ject as its lowest species.

Ob]. 3. Further, the more formal a difference is, the more
specific it is, because difference is compared to genus as form
to matter. But the species derived from the end is more
formal than that which is derived from the object, as was
stated above. Therefore he species derived from the end is

contained under the species derived from the object as the

lowest species is contained under the subaltern genus.

On the contrary

,

Each genus has its determinate differ-*

ences. But an act of one and the same species, on the part of

its object, can be ordered to an infinite number of ends" e g.?

theft can be ordered to an infinite number of good and bad
ends. Therefore the species derived from the end is not con-

tained under the species derived from the object as under its

genus.

1 answer that, The object of the external act can stand in

a twofold relation to the end of the will: first, as being es-

sentially ordered to it: e.g., to fight well is of itself ordained

to victory; secondly, as being ordained to it accidentally’

e.g to take what belongs to another is ordered accidentally

to the giving of alms. Now the differences that divide a genus

and constitute the species of that genus must, as the Philoso-

pher says, divide that genus essentially.24 But if they divide

it accidentally, the division is incorrect. Such would be the

case if one were to say: Animals are divided into rational and

irrational
,
and the irrational into animals with wings and ani-

mals without wings; for winged and wingless are not essential

determinations of irrational. But the following division would

MMetaph VI, 12 (1038a 9).
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be correct: Some animals have feet , some have no feet, and of

those that have feet,
some have two feet,

some four, some
many; for these are essential determinations of the prior dif-

ference. Accordingly, when the object is not essentially or-

dered to the end, the specific difference derived from the

object is not an essential determination of the species derived

from the end, nor is the reverse the case. Hence one of these

species is not under the other; but then the moral action is

contained under two species that are disparate, as it were.

Consequently, we say that he that commits theft for the sake

of adultery is guilty of a twofold malice in one action.—On
the other hand, if the object be essentially ordered to the end,

one of these differences is an essential determination of the

other. Therefore one of these species will be contained under
the other.

It remains to be considered which of the two is contained

under the other. In order to make this clear, we must first of

all observe that the more particular the form is from which a

difference is taken, the more specific is the difference; sec-

ondly, that the more universal an agent is, the more universal

a form does it cause; thirdly, that the more remote an end is,

the more universal the agent to which it corresponds ( e.g

victory, which is the last end of the army, is the end intended

by the commander in chief, while the right ordering of this

or that regiment is the end intended by one of the lower offi-

cers) . From all this it follows that the specific difference de-

rived from the end is more general; and that the difference

derived from an object which is essentially ordered to that

end is a specific difference in relation to the former. For the

will, the proper object of which is the end, is the universal

mover in respect of all the powers of the soul, the proper ob-
jects of which are the objects of their particular acts.

Reply Obj, x. One and the same thing, considered in its

substance, cannot be in two species, one of which is not sub-

ordinate to the other. But in respect of those things which are

superadded to the substance, one thing can be contained un-
der diverse species. Thus, one and the same fruit, as to its

color, is contained under one species, i.e., a white thing; and,
as to its odor, under the species of sweet-smelling things. In
like manner, an act which, as to its substance, is in one nat-

ural species, considered in respect to the moral conditions
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that are added to it can belong to two species, as was stated
above.25

Reply Obj. 2. The end is last in execution, but first in the
intention of the reason, according to which moral actions re
ceive their species.

Reply Obj, 3. Difference is compared to genus as form to

matter, inasmuch as it actualizes the genus. On the other

hand, the genus is considered as more formal than the species,

inasmuch as it is something more absolute and less con-

tracted. So, too, the parts of a definition are reduced to the

genus of formal cause, as is stated in the Physics ,

26 And m
this sense the genus is the formal cause of the species, and so

much the more formal, as it is more universal.

Eighth Article

WHETHER ANY ACT IS INDIFFERENT IN ITS SPECIES?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article *

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that no action is indifferent in

its species. For evil is the privation of good, according to Au-
gustine.27 But privation and habit are immediate contraries,

according to the Philosopher.28 Therefore, there is no such

thing as an action that is indifferent m its species, as though

it were between good and evil.

Obj, 2. Further, human acts derive their species from their

end or object, as was stated above 29 But every end and every

object is either good or evil. Therefore every human act is

good or evil according to its species. None, therefore, is in-

different m its species.

Obj. 3. Further, as was stated above, an act is said to be

good when it has its due complement of goodness, and evil,

when it lacks that complement But every act must needs

either have the entire fullness of its goodness, or lack it in

some respect. Therefore every act must needs be either good

or evil in its species, and none is indifferent.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says that there are certain

deeds of a middle kind
,
which can be done with a good or evil

25
Q, 1, a. 3, ad 3. ^Aristotle, Phys., II, 3 (194b 26)

27Ew
chtr.y XI (PL 40, 236).

28
Cat., X (12a 2; b 27).

20 A. 6; q
x, a. 3.
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mind, of which it is rash to form a judgment.^0 Therefore

some acts are indifferent according to their species.

I answer that, As we have stated above, every act takes its

species from its object, and the human act, which is called

the moral act, takes its species from the object as related to

the principle of human acts, which is the reason. Therefore,

if the object of an act includes something in accord with the

order of reason, it will be a good act according to its species

(for instance, to give alms to a person in want) . On the other

hand, if it includes something repugnant to the order of rea-

son, it will be an evil act according to its species (for in-

stance, to steal, which is to appropriate what belongs to an-

other) . But it may happen that the object of an act does not

include something pertaining to the order of reason (for in-

stance, to pick up a straw from the ground, to walk in the

fields, and the like), and such acts are indifferent according

to their species

Reply Obj. i. Privation is twofold One is privation as a

result [‘privatum esse], and this leaves nothing, but takes all

away: e.g., blindness takes away sight altogether, darkness,

light, and death, life. Between this privation and the con-

trary habit, there can be no medium in respect of the proper

subject.—The other is privation in process [privari] : e g. }

sickness is privation of health; not that it takes health away
altogether, but that it is a kind of road to the entire loss of

health, brought about by death. And since this sort of priva-

tion leaves something, it is not always the immediate con-

trary of the opposite habit. It is in this way that evil is a

privation of good, as Simplicius says in his commentary on
the Categories for it does not take away all good, but
leaves some. Consequently, there can be something inter-

mediate between good and evil.

Reply Obj. 2. Every object or end has some goodness or

malice, at least that of its nature; but an object or an end
does not always imply moral goodness or malice, which is

considered in relation to the reason, as we have stated above.
And it is of this that we are here treating.

Reply Obj . 3. Not everything belonging to an act belongs
also to its Species. Therefore, although according to the na-
ture of its species an act may not contain all that belongs to

the full complement of its goodness, it is not therefore an act

*°De Serm . Dorn H? 18 (PL 34, 1296).
81 In Cat., X (p. 388

7
).
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specifically bad; nor is it specifically good. Thus, man ac-
cording to his species, is neither virtuous nor vicious.

Ninth Article

WHETHER AN INDIVIDUAL ACT CAN BE INDIFFERENT?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article :

—

Objection 1. It seems that an individual act can be in-

different. F01 there is no species that does not, or cannot,
contain an individual. But an act can be indifferent in its

species, as was stated above. Therefore an individual act can
be indifferent.

Obj . 2. Further, individual acts are the causes of like

habits, as is stated in Ethics ii.
32 But a habit can be indiffer-

ent, for the Philosopher says that those who are of an even
temper and prodigal disposition are not evil;

33 and yet it is

evident that they are not good, since they depart from virtue.

And thus, they are indifferent in respect of a habit. There-

fore some individual acts are indifferent.

Obj. 3. Further, moral good belongs to virtue, while moral
evil belongs to vice. But it happens sometimes that a man
fails to ordain a specifically indifferent act to a vicious or

virtuous end. Therefore an individual act may happen to he
indifferent.

On the contrary

,

Gregory says in a homily An idle word
is one that lacks either the usejulness of rectitude or the

motive of just necessity or pious utility 34 But an idle word
is an evil, because men . . . shall render an account of it in

the day of judgment (Matt. xii. 36); while if it does not

lack the motive of just necessity or pious utility, it is good.

Therefore every word is either good or evil. For the same
reason, every other act is either good or evil. Therefore no

individual act is indifferent.

I answer that, It sometimes happens that an act is indiffer-

ent in its species, which yet is good or evil, considered in the

individual. And the reason for this is because a moral act,

as we have stated above, derives its goodness not only from

the object which specifies it, but also from the circumstancesu

which are its accidents, as it were. So, too, something belongs

33
Aristotle, Eth

,

II, 1 (1103b 21).
33 Op. at., IV, r (rr2ia 2$);

** In Evang ,
I, hom; 6 (EL 76, 1098).



536 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q. 18 Art. 9

to a man by reason of his individual accidents, which does

not belong to him by reason of his species. And every in-

dividual act must needs have some circumstance that makes

it good or evil, at least in respect of the intention of the end.

For since it belongs to the reason to direct, if an act that pro-

ceeds from deliberate reason be not directed to the due end,

it is, by that fact alone, repugnant to reason, and has the

character of evil. But if it be directed to a due end, it is in

accord with the order of reason, and hence it has the charac-

ter of good. Now it must needs be either directed or not di-

rected to a due end. Consequently, every human act that

proceeds from deliberate reason, if it be considered in the

individual, must be good or evil.

If, however, it does not proceed from deliberate reason,

but from some act of the imagination, as when a man strokes

his beard, or moves bis hand or foot, such an act, properly

speaking, is not moral or human, since an act has the charac-

ter of being moral or human from the reason. Hence it will

be indifferent, as standing outside the genus of moral acts.

Reply Obj . i. For an act to be indifferent in its species can

happen in several ways. First, in such a way that its species

demands that it remain indifferent; and the objection pro-

ceeds on this line. But no act can be specifically indifferent

thus, since no object of a human act is such that it cannot

be directed to good or evil, either through its end or through

a circumstance.—Secondly, the specific indifference of an act

may be due to the fact that, as far as its species is concerned,

it is neither good nor evil. Therefore it can be made good or

evil by something else. In the same way, man, as far as his

species is concerned, is neither white nor black, nor is it a
condition of his species that he should not be black or white;

but blackness or whiteness can be superadded to man by
other principles than those of his species

Reply Ob 2. The Philosopher states that a man is evil,

properly speaking, if he is injurious to others .
35 Accordingly,

he says that the prodigal is not evil, because he injures none
save himself .

36 And the same applies to all others who are

not injurious to other men But here we are calling evil, in

general, all that is repugnant to right reason. And in this

sense every individual act is either good or evil, as we have
stated above.

** Etk., IV, 1 (1121a 29). Ibid . (1121a 26).
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Reply Obj. 3. Whenever an end is intended by deliberate
reason, it belongs either to the good of some virtue, or to the
evil of some vice. Thus, if a man’s act is directed to the sup-
port or repose of his body, it is also directed to the good of
virtue, provided he direct his body itself to the good of
virtue. The same clearly applies to other acts.

Tenth Article

WHETHER A CIRCUMSTANCE PLACES A MORAL ACT IN
A SPECIES OF GOOD OR EVIL?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that a circumstance cannot
place a moral act in a species of good or evil. For the species

of an act is taken from its object. But circumstances differ

from the object. Therefore circumstances do not give an act

its species.

06;. 2. Further, circumstances are as accidents in relation

to the moral act, as was stated above.37 But an accident does
not constitute a species. Therefore a circumstance does not

constitute a species of good or evil.

Obj. 3. Further, one thing is not in several species. But one
act has several circumstances. Therefore a circumstance doe^

not place a moral act in a species of good or evil.

On the contrary, Place is a circumstance. But place makeft

a moral act to be in a certain species of evil; for theft of a

thing from a holy place is a sacrilege. Therefore a circum

stance places a moral act in some species of good or evil.

I answer that, Just as the species of natural things are

constituted by their natural forms, so the species of moral

acts are constituted by forms as conceived by the reason, a,°>

is evident from what was said above. But since nature is de-

termined to one course of action, and a process of nature

cannot go on to infinity, there must needs be some ultimate

form, giving a specific difference, after which no further spe-

cific difference is possible. Hence it is that, in natural things 1

that which is accidental to a thing cannot be taken as a dif 1

ference constituting the species. But the process of reason is

not fixed to one particular term, for at any point it can still

proceed further. Consequently that which, in one act, is taken

"Q. 7, a. 1.
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as a circumstance added to the object that specifies the act,

can again be taken, by the directing reason, as the principal

condition of the object that determines the species of the act.

Thus, to appropriate another’s property is specified by the

character of being another's
,
for this is why it is placed in

the species of theft; and if we further consider the notion

of place or time, then this will be an additional circumstance.

But since the reason can direct as to place, time, and the like,

it may happen that the condition as to place, in relation to

the object, is considered as being in disaccord with reason:

for instance, reason forbids damage to be done to a holy

place. Consequently, to steal from a holy place has an addi-

tional repugnance to the order of reason. And thus place,

which was first of all considered as a circumstance, is con-

sidered here as the principal condition of the object, and as

itself repugnant to reason. In this way, whenever a circum-

stance has a special relation to reason, either for or against,

it must needs specify the moral act, whether good or evil.

Reply Ob j. i. A circumstance, in so far as it specifies an
act, is considered as a condition of the object, as we have
stated above, and as being, as it were, a specific difference of

the object.

Reply Obj . 2, A circumstance, so long as it is but a cir-

cumstance, does not specify an act, since thus it is a mere
accident, but when it becomes a principal condition of the

object, then it does specify the act.

Reply Obj. 3. It is not every circumstance that places the

moral act in a species of good or evil, for not every circum-

stance implies accord or disaccord with reason. Consequently,

although one act may have many circumstances, it does not
follow that it is in many species. Nevertheless, there is no
reason why one act should not be in several, even disparate,

moral species, as we have said above.38

Eleventh Article

WHETHER EVERY CIRCUMSTANCE THAT MAKES AN ACT BET-
TER OR WORSE PLACES A MORAL ACTION IN A SPECIES
OF GOOD OR EVIL?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that every circumstance relat-
88 A. 7, ad 1; q 1, a. 3, ad 3.
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ing to good or evil specifies an act. For good and evil are
specific differences in moral acts. Therefore, that which
causes a difference in the goodness or malice of a moral acfc

causes a specific difference, which is the same as to make it

differ in species. Now that which makes an act better or

worse makes it differ in goodness and malice. Therefore it

causes it to differ in species. Therefore every circumstance
that makes an act better or worse constitutes a species.

Obj. 2. Further, an additional circumstance either has in

itself some character of goodness or malice, or it has not.

If not, it cannot make the act better or worse, because what
is not good, cannot make a greater good, and what is not evil

cannot make a greater evil. But if it has in itself the char-

acter of good or evil, for this very reason it has a certain

species of good or evil. Therefore, every circumstance that

makes an action better or worse constitutes a new species of

good or evil.

Obj. 3. Further, according to Dionysius, evil is caused by
each single defect .

39 Now every circumstance that incieases

malice has a special defect. Therefore every such circum-

stance adds a new species of sin. And for the same reason,

every ciicumstance that increases goodness seems to add a

new species of goodness, just as every unity added to a num-
ber makes a new species of number, for the good consists in

number, weight and measure.

On the contrary
, More-axA~less does not change a species.

But more-axid-less is a circumstance of additional goodness

or malice. Therefore, not every circumstance that makes a

moral act better or worse, places it in a species of good or

evil.

I answer that
,
As we have stated above, a circumstance

gives the species of good or evil to a moral act in so far as it

refers to a special order of reason. Now it happens sometimes

that a circumstance does not refer to a special order of reason

in respect of good or evil, except on the supposition of an-

other previous circumstance, from which the moral act takes

its species of good or evil. Thus, to take something in a large

or small quantity does not concern the order of reason in re-

spect of good or evil, except a certain other condition be pre-

supposed, from which the act takes its malice or goodness.

Suppose, for instance, that what is taken belongs to another,
80 De Dtv. Nom } TV, 30 (PG 3, 729).
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which makes the act to be discordant with reason. Therefore,

to take what belongs to another in a large or small quantity

does not change the species of the sin. Nevertheless it can

aggravate or diminish the sin. The same applies to other

evil or good acts. Consequently, not every circumstance that

makes a moral act better or worse changes its species.

Reply Obj. i. In things which can be more or less intense,

the difference of more or less does not change the species.

Thus, by differing in whiteness through being more or less

white, a thing is not changed in its species of color. In like

manner, that which makes an act to be more or less good or

evil does not make the act differ in species.

Reply Obj. 2. A circumstance that aggravates a sin or

adds to the goodness of an act sometimes has no goodness

or malice in itself, but in relation to some other condition of

the act, as was stated above. Consequently, it does not add
a new species, but adds to the goodness or malice derived

from this other condition of the act.

Reply Obj. 3. A circumstance does not always involve a

distinct defect of its own; sometimes it causes a defect in

reference to something else. In like manner, a circumstance

does not always add further perfection, except in reference

to something else. And, in so far as it does, although it may
add to the goodness or malice, it does not always change the

species of good or evil.



Question XX

ON THE GOODNESS AND MALICE OF EXTERNAL
HUMAN ACTS

{In Stx Articles)

We must next consider goodness and malice as to external

acts, under which head there are six points of inquiry: (i)

Whether goodness and malice are first in the act of the will,

or in the external act? (2) Whether the whole goodness or

malice of the external act depends on the goodness of the
will? (3) Whether the goodness and malice of the interior act

are the same as those of the external act? (4) Whether the

external act adds any goodness or malice to that of the in-

terior act? (5) Whether the consequences of an external act

increase its goodness or malice? (6) Whether one and the

same external act can be both good and evil?

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE EXTERNAL ACT ADDS ANY GOODNESS
OR MALICE TO THAT OF THE INTERIOR ACT?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the external act does not

add any goodness or malice to that of the interior act. For
Chrysostom says: It is the will that is rewarded for doing

good
,
or punished for doing evil ,

1 Now works are the wit-

nesses of the will. Therefore God seeks for works not on His

own account, in order to know how to judge, but for the sake

of others, that all may understand how just He is. But good

or evil is to be estimated according to God’s judgment rather

than according to the judgment of man Therefore the ex-

ternal act adds no goodness or malice to that of the interior

act.

Obj. 2. Further, the goodness and malice of the interior

and external acts are one and the same, as was stated above.

But increase is the addition of one thing to another. There-*

fore the external act does not add to the goodness or malice

of the interior act.

x In Matt.s hom. XIX (PG 57, 274).
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Obj. 3. Further, the entire goodness of created things does

not add to the divine goodness, because it is entirely derived

therefrom. But sometimes the entire goodness of the external

act is derived from the goodness of the interior act, and

sometimes conversely, as was stated above. Therefore, nei-

ther of them adds to the goodness or malice of the other.

On the contrary

,

Every agent intends to attain good and
avoid evil. If, therefore, by the external act no further good-

ness or malice be added, it is to no purpose that he who has

a good or an evil will does a good deed or refrains from an

evil deed. Which is unreasonable

I answer that

,

If we speak of the goodness which the ex-

ternal act derives from the will tending to the end, then the

external act adds nothing to this goodness, unless it happens

that the will in itself is made better in good things, or worse

in evil things. This, it seems, may happen in three ways.

First in point of number. If, for instance, a man wishes to

do something with a good or an evil end in view, and does

not do it then, but afterwards wills and does it, the act of

his will is doubled, and a double good or a double evil is the

result.—Secondly, in point of extension. Suppose, for in-

stance, that a man wishes to do something for a good or an
evil end, and is hindered by some obstacle, whereas another

man perseveres in the movement of the will until he accom-
plish it in deed. In such a case, it is evident that the will of

the latter is more lasting in good or evil, and, in this respect,

is better or worse.—Thirdly, in point of intensity. For there

are certain external acts which, in so far as they are pleasura-

ble or painful, are such as naturally to make the will more
intense or less so

,
and it is evident that the more intensely

the will tends to good or evil, the better or worse it is.

On the other hand, if we speak of the goodness which the

external act derives from its matter and due circumstances,

thus it stands in relation to the will as its term and end. And
in this way it adds to the goodness or malice of the will, be-

cause every inclination or movement is perfected by attain-

ing its end or reaching its term. Therefore the will is not
perfect, unless it be such that, given the opportunity, it

realizes the operation. But if this prove impossible, as long
as the will is perfect, so as to realize the operation if it could,

the lack of the perfection derived from the external action is

absolutely involuntary. Now just as the involuntary deserves
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neither punishment nor reward in the accomplishment of

good or evil deeds, so neither does it lessen reward or punish-

ment, if a man through absolute involuntariness fail to do
good or evil.

Reply Obj. i. Chrysostom is speaking of the case where
a man’s will is completed and does not refrain from the act

save through the impossibility of achievement.

Reply Ob). 2. This argument applies to that goodness

which the external act derives from the will as tending to the

end. But the goodness which the external act takes from its

matter and circumstances is distinct from that which it de-

rives from the end; but it is not distinct from that which it

has from the very act willed, to which it stands in the rela-

tion of measure and cause, as was stated above.

^rom this the reply to the Third Objection is evident.



HABITS AND VIRTUES

Question XLIX

ON HABITS IN GENERAL, AS TO THEIR
SUBSTANCE

(In Four Articles)

After treating of human acts and passions, we now pass on

to the consideration of the principles of human acts And first

we must consider intrinsic principles
;
secondly, the extrinsic

principles.1 The intrinsic principle is power and habit, but as

we have treated of powers in the First Part,2 it remains for

us to consider habits. We shall first consider them in general;

in the second place we shall consider virtues and vices and
other like habits, which are the principles of human acts.3

Concerning habits in general there are four points to be

considered: First, the substance of habits; second, their sub-

ject; 4 third, the cause of their generation, increase and
corruption; 5 fourth, how they are distinguished from one
another.3

Under the first head, there are four points of inquiry: (i)

Whether habit is a quality? (2) Whether it is a distinct

species of quality? (3) Whether habit implies an order to an
act? (4) The necessity of habit.

Fourth Article

WHETHER HABITS ARE NECESSARY?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that habits are not necessary.

For by habits we are well or ill disposed in respect of some-
thing, as was stated above. But a thing is well or ill disposed

by its form, for it is according to its form that a thing is

1

Q- 90.
5
QQ. 77-33, *Q 55

4 Q so.
5
Q 51 *Q 54*
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good, even as it is a being. Therefore there is no necessity
for habits.

Obj. 2. Further, habit implies relation to an act. But power
implies sufficiently a principle of act, for even the natural
powers, without any habits, are principles of acts. Therefore
there was no necessity for habits.

Obj. 3. Further, as power is related to good and evil, so

also is habit, and as power does not always act, so neither

does habit. Given, therefore, the powers, habits become super-
fluous.

On the contrary
, Habits are perfections.7 But perfection

is of the greatest necessity to a thing, since it is in the nature
of an end. Therefore it was necessary that there should be
habits.

I answer that
, As we have said above, habit implies a dis*

position in relation to a thing’s nature, and to its operation

or end, by reason of which disposition a thing is well or ill

disposed thereto. Now for a thing to need to be disposed to

something else, three conditions are necessary. The first con-

dition is that that which is disposed should be distinct from
that to which it is disposed, and that it should be related to

it as potentiality is to act Whence, if there is a being whose
nature is not composed of potentiality and act, whose sub-

stance is its own operation, and which exists for itself, we
can find no room in such a thing for habit and disposition, as

is clearly the case in God.
The second condition is, that that which is in a state of

potentiality in regard to something else, be capable of deter-

mination in several ways and to various things Whence, if

something be in a state of potentiality in regard to something

else, but in regard to that only, we find no room in such a

thing for disposition and habit; for such a subject has of its

own nature a proper relation to such an act. Therefore if a

heavenly body be composed of matter and form, since that

matter is not in a state of potentiality to another form, as

we said in the First Part,8 there is no need for disposition or

habit in relation to form, or even in relation to operation,

since the nature of the heavenly body is not in a state of

potentiality to more than one fixed movement.

The third condition is that in disposing the subject to onfe

Aristotle, Phys

,

VII, 3 (246a 11). ®5. T.} I, q. 66, a. 2.
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of those things to which it is in potentiality, several things

should occui, capable of being adjusted in various ways, so

as to dispose the subject well or ill to its form 01 to its oper-

ation Theiefore the simple qualities of the elements, which

suit the natures of the elements in one single fixed way, are

not called dispositions or habits, but simple qualities But we
call dispositions or habits such things as health

,
beauty

,

and

so forth, which imply the adjustment of several things which

may vary in their relative adjustability For this reason the

Philosopher says that habit is a disposition and disposition

is the older of that which has parts either as to place
,
or as

to potentiality, or as to species
,

10 as we have said above
Therefore, since there are many things for whose natures and
operations several things must concur which may vary in

their relative adjustability, it follows that habit is necessary.

Reply Ob), i. By the form the nature of a thing is per-

fected, yet the subject needs to be disposed in legard to the

form itself by some disposition. But the form itself is further

ordained to operation, which is either the end, or a means to

the end. And if the form is limited to one fixed operation, no
further disposition, besides the form itself, is needed for the

operation. But if the form be such that it can operate in di-

verse ways, as is the soul, it needs to be disposed to its

operations by means of habits

Reply Ob). 2. Power sometimes has a relation to many
things, and then it needs to be determined by something else.

But if a power has not a relation to many things, it does not
need a habit to determme it, as we have said. For this reason

natural forces do not perform their operations by means of

habits, because they are of themselves determined to one
mode of operation.

Reply Obj. 3. The same habit has not a relation to good
and evil, as will be made clear further on,11 but the same
power has a relation to good and evil. Hence it is that habits

are necessary that powers be determined to good.

0 Metapk.f IV, 20 (1022b 10).
n
Q. 54, a. 3.

10 Op. cit IV, 19 (1022b 1),



Question LI

ON THE CAUSE OF HABITS, AS TO THEIR
FORMATION

{In Four Articles)

We must next consider the cause of habits And firstly, as to

their formation; secondly, as to their increase; 1 thirdly, as

to their diminution and corruption 2 Under the first head
there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether any habit is

from natuie? (2) Whether any habit is caused by acts? (3)
Whether a habit can be generated by one act? (4) Whether
any habits are infused in man by God?

First Article

WHETHER ANY HABIT IS FROM NATURE?

We proceed thus to the First Article —
Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is from nature.

For the use of those things which are from nature does not

depend on the will But habit is that which we use when we
will, as the Commentator says on De Anima iii.

8 Therefore

habit is not from nature

Obj. 2, Further, nature does not employ two where one is

sufficient. But the powers of the soul are from nature. If,

therefore, the habits of the powers were from nature, habit

and power would be one.

Obj. 3 Further, nature does not fail in the necessaries. But
habits are necessary in order to act well, as we have stated

above.4 If, therefore, any habits were from nature, it seem*

that nature would not fail to cause all necessary habits. But

this is clearly false. Therefore habits are not from nature.

On the contrary

,

In Ethics vi.
5 among other habits place

is given to the understanding of first principles
,
which habit is

from nature. Hence, too, first principles are said to be known
naturally.6

I answer that, One thing can be natural to another in two

a Q 52
2 Q 53.

3
Averroes, In De Anima, III, comm. 18 (VI,

169V). 49, a 4
5
Aristotle, Eth

,

VI, 6 (1141a 5).
6 CL

a text of St. Albert, Summa de Bono, quoted by 0 . Lottm, Le droit

naturel, p 117
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ways. First, in respect of the specific nature, as the ability to

laugh is natural to man, and to have an upward tendency

is natural to fire. Secondly, in respect of the individual na-

ture, as it is natural to Socrates or Plato to be prone to sick-

ness or inclined to health, m accordance with their respective

temperaments.—Again, in respect of both natures, something

may be called natural in two ways: first, because it is entirely

from the nature, secondly, because it is partly from nature,

and partly from an extrinsic principle. For instance, when a

man is healed by himself, his health is entirely from nature;

but when a man is healed by means of medicine, health is

partly from nature, partly from an extrinsic principle.

Therefore, if we speak of habit as a disposition of the sub-

ject in relation to form or nature, it may be natural in either

of the foregoing ways. For there is a certain natural disposi-

tion demanded by the human species, so that no man can
be without it. And this disposition is natural in respect of

the specific nature. But since such a disposition has a certain

latitude, it happens that different grades of this disposition

are becoming to different men in respect of the individual

nature. And this disposition may be either entirely from na-
ture, or partly from nature, and partly from an extrinsic prin-

ciple, as we have said of those who are healed by means of

art.

But the habit which is a disposition to operation, and
whose subject is a power of the soul, as was stated above

,

7

may be natural both in respect of the specific nature and in

respect of the individual nature*—in respect of the specific

nature, on the part of the soul itself, which, since it is the

form of the body, is the specific principle, but in respect of

the individual nature, on the part of the body, which is the

material principle. Yet in neither way does it happen that

there are natural habits in man, so that they be entirely from
nature In the angels, indeed, this does happen, since they
have intelligible species naturally impressed on them, which
does not belong to human nature, as we said in the First

Part .
8

There are, therefore, in man certain natural habits, owing
their existence partly to nature, and partly to some extrinsic

principle. They exist in one way, indeed, in the apprehensive

7
Q. 50, a. 2.

a
S. T

,

I, q. 55, a. 2; q. 84, a. 3.
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powers; in another, in the appetitive powers. For in the ap-
prehensive powers there may be a natural habit by way of $
beginning, both in respect of the specific nature and in re-

spect of the individual nature. This happens with regard to
the specific nature, on the part of the soul itself. Thus the
understanding 0} first principles is called a natural habit .

9

For it is owing to the very nature of the intellectual soul that

man, having once grasped what is a whole and what is a part,

should at once perceive that every whole is larger than its

part. And the same is the case in like manner with regard to

other such instances. Yet what is a whole, and what is a part,

this he cannot know except through the intelligible species

which he has received from phantasms. For this reason, the

Philosopher at the end of the Posterior Analytics shows that

the knowledge of principles comes to us from the senses .

10

But in respect of the individual nature, a habit of knowl-

edge is natural as to its beginning, in so far as one man, from
the disposition of his organs of sense, is more apt than an-

other to understand well, since we need the sensitive powers

for the operation of the intellect.

In the appetitive powers, however, no habit is natural in

its beginning, on the part of the soul itself, as to the sub-

stance of the habit; but only as to certain of its principles, as,

for instance, the principles of common law are called the

seeds of the virtues .
u The reason for this is because the

inclination to its proper objects, which seems to be the begin-

ning of a habit, does not belong to the habit, but rather to

the very nature of the powers.

But on the part of the body, in respect of the individual

nature, there are some appetitive habits by way of natural

beginnings. For some are disposed from their own bodily

temperament to chastity or meekness or the like

Reply Obj. 1. This objection takes nature as divided

against reason and will, whereas reason itself and will be«

long to the nature of man.

Reply Obj. 2. Something may be added even naturally to

9 For the opinions of Alexander of Hales and John of Rochelle on

the “understanding of first principles,” cf O Lottin, “La synd6rese

chez les premiers maitres franciscams de Paris” {Revue nAoscolastique

de philosophic, XXIX [1927], pp 269, 273, 277).
10 Post Anal., II

15 (100a 3).
11

Cf. the texts of St. Albert, Summa de Bono, a

quoted by 0 . Lottin, Le droit naturel, p. 117.
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the nature of a power, although it cannot belong to the power
itself. For instance, with regard to the angels, it cannot be-

long to the intellective power itself to be of itself capable of

knowing all things, for thus it would have to be the act of

all things, which belongs to God alone. Evidently, that by
which something is known must needs be the actual likeness

of the thing known Hence, if the power of the angel knew
all things by itself, it would follow that it was the likeness

and act of all things. Therefore there must needs be added

to the angels* intellective power some intelligible species,

which are likenesses of things understood; for it is by partici-

pation m the divine wisdom, and not by their own essence

that their intellects can be actually those things which they

understand. And so it is clear that not everything belonging

to a natural habit can belong to the power.

Reply Obj . 3 Nature is not equally inclined to cause all

the various kinds of habits, since some can be caused by na-

ture, and some not, as we have said above. And so it does

not follow that, because some habits are natural, therefore

all are natural.

Second Article

WHETHER ANY HABIT IS CAUSED BY ACTS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is caused by acts.

For habit is a quality, as we have said above.12 Now every
quality is caused in a subject according as the subject is re-

ceptive of something. Since, then, the agent, inasmuch as it

acts, does not receive but rather gives, it seems impossible

for a habit to be caused in an agent by its own acts.

Obj. 2. Further, the thing wherein a quality is caused is

moved to that quality, as may be clearly seen in that which is

heated or cooled; whereas that which produces the act that

causes the quality, moves, as may be seen in that which heats

or cools. If, therefore, habits were caused in anything by its

own act, it would follow that the same would be mover and
moved, active and passive; which is impossible, as is stated

in Physics vii.
13

Obj . 3. Further, the effect cannot be more noble than its

'*0. 49? a * i* “Aristotle, Phys.> VII, 1 (241b 24).
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cause. But a habit is more noble than the act which precedes
the habit, as is clear from the fact that habit makes an act

to be more perfect. Therefore a habit cannot be caused by an
act which precedes the habit.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher teaches that habits of

virtue and vice are caused by acts.14

I answer that
, In the agent there is sometimes only the

active principle of its act. For instance, in fire there is only
the active principle of heating. In such an agent a habit can-

not be caused by its own act; for which reason natural things

cannot become accustomed or unaccustomed, as is stated in

Ethics li
15 But there is an agent in which there is both the

active and the passive principle of its act, as we see in human
acts. For the acts of the appetitive power proceed from that

same power according as it is moved by the apprehensive

power presenting the object; and further, the intellective

power, according as it reasons about conclusions, has, as it

were, an active principle in a self-evident proposition. There-
fore by such acts habits can be caused in their agents; not

indeed with regard to the first active principle, but with re-

gard to that principle of the act which is a moved mover. For
everything that is passive and moved by another is disposed

by the action of the agent; and therefore if the acts be multi-

plied, a certain quality is formed in the power which is pas-

sive and moved, which quality is called a habit; just as the

habits of the moral virtues are caused in the appetitive pow-

ers, according as they are moved by the reason, and as the

habits of science are caused in the intellect, according as it is

moved by Erst propositions.

Reply Objj. 1. The agent, as agent, does not receive any-

thing. But in so far as it moves through being moved by an-

other, it receives something from that which moves it; and

thus a habit is caused.

Reply Ob) , 2. The same thing, and in the same respect,

cannot be mover and moved; but nothing prevents a thing

from being moved by itself as to different respects, as is

proved in Physics viii.
ie

Reply Ob). 3. The act which precedes the habit, in so far

as it comes from an active principle, proceeds from a more

excellent principle than is the habit caused thereby; just as

u Eth
, n, i (1103a 31b 15

Ibid. (1103a 19).
16 Anstotle, Phys.f

VIH, 5 (257a 31).
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the reason is a more excellent principle than the habit of

moral virtue produced m the appetitive power by repeated

acts, and as the understanding of first principles is a more
excellent principle than the science of conclusions.

Third Article

WHETHER A HABIT CAN BE CAUSED BY ONE ACT?

We proceed thus to the Third Article —
Objection 1 It would seem that a habit can be caused by

ine act. For demonstration is an act of reason. But science,

which is the habit of one conclusion, is caused by one demon-
stration. Therefore habit can be caused by one act.

Obj . 2. Further, as acts happen to increase by multiplica-

tion, so do they happen to increase by intensity. But a habit

is caused by multiplication of acts. So, too, if an act be very

intense, it can be the generating cause of a habit

Obj. 3. Further, health and sickness are habits. But it hap-

pens that a man is healed or becomes ill by one act. There-
fore one act can cause a habit.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says: As neither does

one swallow nor one day make spring, so neither does one day
nor a short time make a man blessed and happy 17 But happi-

ness is an operation according to a habit of perfect virtue.1*

Therefore a habit of virtue, and for the same reason, other

habits, is not caused by one act.

I answer that, As we have said already, habit is caused by
act, in so far as a passive power is moved by an active prin-

ciple. But m order that some quality be caused in that which
is passive, the active principle must entirely overcome the

passive. Whence we see that because fire cannot at once over-

come the combustible, it does not enkindle it at once, but
gradually expels contrary dispositions, so that, by overcom-
ing it entirely, it may impress its likeness on it. Now it is

clear that the active principle which is reason cannot entirely

overcome the appetitive power in one act. For the appetitive

power is inclined variously, and to many things, while the

reason judges, in a single act, what should be willed in the

light of various conditions and circumstances. Therefore the

appetitive power is not thereby entirely overcome, so as to

aT Eth., I, 7 (1098a 18). ™Ibid. (1098a 16) ; 13 (1x02a 5).
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be inclined naturally to the same thing in the majority of

cases; which inclination belongs to the habit of virtue. There-
fore a habit of virtue cannot be caused by one act, but only
by many.

But in the apprehensive powers, we must observe that

there are two passive principles: one is the possible intellect

itself
,
the other is the intellect which Aristotle calls passive,1*

and is the particular reason, that is, the cogitative power,
with memory and imagination .

20 With regard then to the

former passive principle, it is possible for a certain active

principle to overcome entirely, by one act, the power of its

passive principle. Thus one self-evident proposition convinces

the intellect, so that it gives a firm assent to the conclusion
t

but a probable proposition cannot do this Therefore a habit

of opinion needs to be caused by many acts of the reason,

even on the part of the possible intellect; whereas a habit of

science can be caused by a single act of the reason, so far as

the possible intellect is concerned. But with regard to the

lower apprehensive powers, the same acts need to be repeated

many times for anything to be firmly impressed on the mem-
ory. And so the Philosopher says that meditation strengthens

memory?1 Bodily habits, however, can be caused by one acts

if the active principle is of great power. Sometimes, for in*

stance, a powerful medicine restores health at once.

Hence the solutions to the objections are*clear.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ANY HABITS ARE INFUSED IN MAN BY GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is infused in mai>

by God. For God treats all equally. If, therefore, He infuses

habits into some, He would infuse them into all; which is

clearly untrue.

Ob] . 2. Further, God works in all things according to the

mode which is suitable to their nature; for it belongs to the

divine providence to preserve nature

,

as Dionysius says.2
*

But habits are naturally caused in man by acts, as we have

^De An, III, 5 (430a 24).
20

Cf. S. T

,

I, q. 78, a. 4
21^

Mentor,, I (451a I2 )» ™De Div. Nom

,

TV, 33 (PG 3, 733)*
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said above. Therefore God does not cause habits to be in

man except by acts.

Obj. 3. Further, if any habit be infused into man by God,

man can by that habit perform many acts. But from those

acts a like habit is caused 23 Consequently, there will be two
habits of the same species in the same man, one acquired, the

other infused. Now this seems impossible, for two forms of

the same species cannot be m the same subject. Therefore a

habit is not infused into man by God.

On the contrary
,
It is written ( Ecclus . xv. 5): God filled

him with the spirit of wisdom and understanding . Now wis-

dom and understanding are habits. Therefore some habits are

infused into man by God.

I answer that, Some habits are infused by God into man,
for two reasons.

The first reason is because there are some habits by which
man is disposed to an end which exceeds the proportion of

human nature, namely, the ultimate and perfect happiness of

man, as was stated above.24 And since habits need to be in

proportion with that to which man is disposed by them, there-

fore it is necessary that those habits, which dispose to this

end, likewise exceed the proportion of human nature There-

fore such habits can never be in man except by divine in-

fusion, as is the case with all gratuitous virtues.

The other reason is, because God can produce the effects

of second causes without second causes themselves, as we
have said in the First Part 25 Just as, therefore, in order to

show His power, God sometimes causes health, without its

natural cause, but which nature could have caused, so also,

At times, for the manifestation of His power, He infuses into

man even those habits which can be caused by a natural

power Thus He gave to the apostles the science of the Scrip-

tures and of all tongues, which men can acquire by study or

by custom, though not so perfectly.

Reply Obj. 1. God, considered in His nature, is the same
to all; but, considered according to the order of His wisdom,
for some fixed motive, He gives certain things to some, which
He does not give to others.

Reply Obj. 2. That God works in all according to their

mode, does not hinder God from doing what nature cannot
23

Aristotle, Eth , IT, 1 (1103b 21). $, a 5.
25

S. T.t I, q,

105, a. 6.
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do
,
rather it follows from this that He does nothing contrary

to that which is suitable to nature.

Reply Ob}. 3. Acts produced by an infused habit do not

cause a habit, but strengthen an already existing habit; just

as the remedies of medicine given to a man who is naturally

healthy do not cause a kind of health, but give new strength

to the health he had before.



Question LIV

ON THE DISTINCTION OF HABITS

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider Ihe distinction of habits. Under
this head there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether many
habits can be in one power? (2) Whether habits are distin-

guished by their objects? (3) Whether habits are divided

into good and bad? (4) Whether one habit may be made up
of many habits?

Second Article

WHETHER HABITS ARE DISTINGUISHED BY THEIR OBJECTS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that habits are not distin-

guished by their objects. For contraries differ in species. Now
the same habit of science regards contraries. Thus medicine

regards the healthy and the unhealthy. Therefore habits are

not distinguished by objects specifically distinct.

Obj. 2. Further, different sciences are different habits. But
the same scientific truth belongs to different sciences. Thus,
both the natural philosopher and the astronomer prove the

earth to be round, as is stated in Physics li.
1 Therefore habits

are not distinguished by their objects.

Obj

.

3. Further, wherever the act is the same, the object

is the same. But the same act can belong to different habits

of virtue, if it be directed to different ends. Thus, to give

money to anyone, if it be done for God’s sake, is an act of

charity; while, if it be done in order to pay a debt, it is an
act of justice. Therefore the same object can also belong to

different habits. Therefore diversity of habits does not follow

diversity of objects.

On the contrary
,
Acts differ in species according to the

diversity of their objects, as was stated above.2 But habits

are dispositions to acts. Therefore habits also are distin-

guished according to the diversity of objects.

I answer that

,

A habit is both a form and a habit. Hence
the specific distinction of habits may be taken in the ordinary

1
Aristotle, Phys., II, 2 (193b 25).

a Q 18, a. 5
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way in which forms differ specifically, or according to that
mode of distinction which is proper to habits. Now forms
are distinguished from one another in reference to the di-

versity of their active principles, since every agent produces
its like in species. Habits, however, imply order to something,
and all things that imply order to something are distinguished
according to the distinction of the things to which they are
ordained. Now a habit is a disposition implying a twofold
order: viz., to nature, and to an operation consequent to

nature Accordingly, habits are specifically distinct in respect
of three things. First, in respect of the active principles of

such dispositions; secondly, in respect of nature, thirdly, in

respect of specifically different objects, as will appear from
what follows.

Reply Obj . 1. In distinguishing powers, or also habits, we
must consider the object, not in its material aspect, but in its

formal aspect, which may differ in species or even in genus.

And though the distinction between specific contraries is a

real distinction, yet they are both known under one aspect,

since one is known through the other. And, consequently, in

so far as they concur in the one aspect of cognoscibility, they

belong to one cognitive habit.

Reply Obj. 2. The natural philosopher proves the earth to

be round by one means, the astronomer by another. For the

latter proves this by means of mathematics, eg., by the

shapes of eclipses, or something of the sort
,
while the former

proves it by means of physics, e g

,

by the movement of heavy

bodies towards the center, and so forth. Now the whole force

of a demonstration, which is a syllogism producing science,

as is stated in Posterior Analytics i
,

3 depends on the means.

And consequently various means are as so many active prin-

ciples according to which the habits of science are distin-

guished.

Reply Obj . 3. As the Philosopher says, the end is, in prac-

tical matters, what a principle is in demonstrative matters.4

Consequently, a diversity of ends demands a diversity of

virtues, even as a diversity of active principles does.—More-

over, the ends are objects of the internal acts, with which,

above all, the virtues are concerned, as is evident from what

has been said.6

8
Aristotle, Post. Anal., I, 2 (71b 18).

l Phys., II, 9 (200a 15);

Elh , VII, 8 (1151a 16).
B
Q. 18, a. 6, q. 19, a. 2, ad 1; q 34, a 4
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Third Article

WHETHER HABITS ARE DIVIDED INTO GOOD AND BAD?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection i It would seem that habits are not divided

into good and bad. Foi good and bad are contraries. Now
the same habit regards contraries, as was stated above.

Therefore habits are not divided into good and bad.

Obj. 2. Further, good is convertible with being, so that,

since it is common to all, it cannot be accounted a specific

difference, as the Philosopher declares.6 Again, evil, since it

is a privation and a non-bemg, cannot differentiate any being.

Therefore habits cannot be specifically divided into good and
evil.

Obj. 3. Further, there can be different evil habits about
one and the same object: for instance, intemperance and
insensibility about matters of concupiscence; and in like

manner there can be several good habits, for instance, human
virtue and heroic or godlike virtue, as the Philosopher clearly

states.7 Therefore, habits are not divided into good and bad.

On the contrary
,
A good habit is contrary to a bad habit,

as virtue to vice. Now contraries are distinct specifically.

Therefore habits are divided specifically into good and bad
habits.

1 answer that

,

As was stated above, habits are specifically

distinct not only in respect of their objects and' active prin-

ciples, but also in their relation to nature. Now this happens
in two ways. First, by reason of their suitableness or unsuit-

ableness to nature. In this way a good habit is specifically

distinct from a bad habit. For a good habit is one which dis-

poses to an act suitable to the agent’s nature, while a bad
habit is one which disposes to an act unsuitable to nature.

Thus, acts of virtue are suitable to human nature, since they
are according to reason, whereas acts of vice are opposed to

human nature, since they are against reason. Hence it is clear

that habits are distinguished specifically by the difference of

good and bad.

Secondly, habits are distinguished in relation to nature
from the fact that one habit disposes to an act that is suitable

°Top.j TV, 6 (127a 26).
7 Eth.t VII, 1 (1x45a 1$).
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to a lower nature, while another habit disposes to an act be-
fitting a higher nature. And thus human virtue, which dis-

poses to an act befitting human nature, is distinct from god-
like or heroic virtue, which disposes to an act befitting some
higher nature.

Reply Obj. 1. The same habit may be about contraries in

so far as contraries agree in one common aspect. Nevei, how-
ever, does it happen that contrary habits are in one species,

since contrariety of habits follows contrariety of aspect. Ac-
cordingly, habits are divided into good and bad, namely, in-

asmuch as one habit is good, and another bad, but not be-
cause one habit is about something good, and another about
something bad.

Reply Obj. 2 It is not the good which is common to every
being that is a difference constituting the species of a habit;

it is rather some determinate good, by reason of a suitability

to some determinate, viz., human, nature. In like manner,
the evil that constitutes a difference of habits is not a pure

privation, but something determinate repugnant to a deter-

minate nature.

Reply Obj. 3. Several good habits about one and the same
specific thing are distinguished according to their suitability

to various natures, as was stated above. But several bad
habits in respect of one action are distinguished according to

their diverse repugnance to that which is in keeping with

nature. Thus, various vices about one and the same matter

are contrary to one virtue.



Question LV

ON THE VIRTUES, AS TO THEIR ESSENCE

{In Four Articles)

We come now to a particular consideration of habits. And
since habits, as we have said, are divided into good and bad,1

we must speak in the first place of good habits, which are

virtues, and of other matters connected with them, namely,

the Gifts, Beatitudes and Fruits; 2 in the second place, of bad
habits, namely, of vices and sins.

3 Now five things must be

considered about virtues: (i) the essence of virtue, (2) its

subject, 4
(3) the division of the virtues; 5

(4) the cause of

virtue, 6
(5) certain properties of virtue.7

Under the first head, there are four points of inquiry: (1)

Whether human virtue is a habit? (2) Whether it is an oper-

ative habit? (3) Whether it is a good habit? (4) The defini-

tion of virtue.

First Article

WHETHER HUMAN VIRTUE IS A HABIT?

We proceed thus to the First Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that human virtue is not a
habit. For virtue is the peak of power

?

But the peak of any-

thing is reducible to the genus of that of which it is the peak,

as a point is reducible to the genus of line Therefore virtue

is reducible to the genus of power, and not to the genus of

habit.

Obj 2. Further, Augustine says that virtue is good use of

free choice .
9 But use of free choice is an act. Therefore virtue

is not a habit, but an act.

Ob]. 3. Further, we do not merit by our habits, but by our
actions, or otherwise a man would merit continually, even
while asleep. But we do merit by our virtues. Therefore vir-

tues are not habits, but acts.

Ob], 4. Further, Augustine says that virtue is the order of

*<2.541 a. 3*
a Q 68

3 Q 71.
4 Q 56.

5 Q 57
C Q 63.

*Q 64.
8
Aristotle, De Caelo

,

I, 11 (281a 14; a 18).—Cf. St.

Thomas, In De Caelo

,

I, lect 25.
6 De Lib . Arb., II, 19 (PL 32,

*?68)
;
Retract

, I, 9 (PL 32. 598).

560



561Q. Art. i VIRTUES, AS TO THEIR ESSENCE

love ,

10 and that the ordering which is called virtue consists

in enjoying what we ought to enjoy, and using what we ought
to use .

11 Now order, or ordering, denominates either an ac-

tion or a relation. Therefore virtue is not a habit, but an ac-

tion or a relation.

Obj. 5. Further, just as there are human virtues, so there

are natural virtues. But natural virtues are not habits, but
powers. Neither therefore are human virtues habits.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that science and
virtue are habits 12

1 answer that. Virtue denotes a certain perfection of a

power. Now a thing's perfection is considered chiefly in rela-

tion to its end. But the end of power is act. Therefore power
is said to be peifect according as it is determined to its act.

Now there are some powers which of themselves are deter-

mined to their acts, for instance, the active natural powers.

And therefore these natural powers are in themselves called

virtues. But the rational powers, which are proper to man,
are not determined to one particular action, but are inclined

indifferently to many; but they are determined to acts by
means of habits, as is clear from what we have said above.13

Therefore human virtues are habits.

Reply Ob]. 1. Sometimes we give the name of a virtue to*

that to which the virtue is directed, namely, either to its ob-

ject or to its act. For instance, we give the name faith to that

which we believe, or to the act of believing, as also to the

habit by which we believe. When therefore we say that virtue

is the peak of power, virtue is taken for the object of virtue.

For the highest point to which a power can reach is said to be

its virtue: for instance, if a man can carry a hundredweight

and not more, his virtue [i.e., his strength] is put at a hun-

dredweight, and not at sixty. But the objection takes virtue

as being essentially the peak of power.

Reply Obj. 2. Good use of free choice is said to be a vir-

tue in the same sense as above, that is to say, because it is

that to which virtue is directed as to its proper act. For an

act of virtue is nothing else than the good use of free choice.

Reply Obj. 3. We are said to merit by something in two

ways. First, as by merit itself, just as we are said to run by
running; and thus we merit by acts. Secondly, we are said

10 De Mor. Eccl

,

I, 13 (PL 32, 1322). ^Lib. 83 Qmest q. 30

(PL 40, 19).
M Cat

,

VIII (8b 29).
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to merit by something as by the principle whereby we merit,

as we are said to run by the power of locomotion; and thus

are we said to merit by virtues and habits

Reply Obj . 4. When we say that virtue is the order or

ordering of love, we refer to the end to which virtue is

ordered
;
because in us love is set in order by virtue.

Reply Obj. 5. Natural powers are of themselves deter-

mined to one act; not so the rational powers. Hence there is

no comparison, as we have said.

Fourth Article

WHETHER VIRTUE IS SUITABLY DEFINED?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the definition usually

given of virtue (namely, Virtue is a good quality of the

mind, by which we hve righteously, of which no one can

make bad use, which God works in us without us14l

) is not

suitable. For virtue is man’s goodness, since it is virtue that

makes its subject good. But goodness does not seem to be

good, as neither is whiteness white. It is therefore unsuitable

to describe virtue as a good quality .

Obj. 2. Further, no difference is more common than its

genus, since it is that which divides the genus. But good is

more common than quality, since it is convertible with being.

Therefore good should not be put in the definition of virtue,

as a difference of quality.

Obj. 3. Further, as Augustine says: When we come across

anything that is not common to us and the beasts of the

field, it is something pertaining to the mindP But there are

virtues even of the irrational parts, as the Philosopher says.10

Every virtue, therefore, is not a good quality of the mind .

Obj. 4. Further, righteousness seems to belong to justice;

whence the righteous are called just. But justice is a species

of virtue. It is therefore unsuitable to put righteous in the

definition of virtue, when it is said that virtue is that by
which we live righteously .

Obj . 5. Further, whoever is proud of a thing, makes bad
use of it. But many are proud of virtue, for Augustine says in

M Cf Peter Lombard, Sent., II, xxvii, 5 (I, 446).
35 De Trin

«

XII
, 8 (PL 42, 1005).

16
Bth., HI, xo (1117b 23).
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his Rule
,
that pride lies in wait for good works in order to

slay them ,
17 It is untrue, therefore, that no one can make

bad use of virtue .

Obf 6. Further, man is justified by virtue. But Augustine,
commenting on Jo xiv. 12 {He shall do greater things than
these) says* He who created thee without thee will not jus-

tify thee without thee ,

18 It is therefore unsuitable to say that

God works virtue in us without us
On the contrary

, We have the authority of Augustine, from
whose words this definition is gathered, and principally in

De Liber0 Arbitrio ii.
19

I answer that

;

This definition comprises perfectly the

whole essential notion of virtue. For the perfect natuie of

anything is gathered from all its causes. Now the above defi-

nition comprises all the causes of virtue. For the formal cause

of virtue, as of everything, is gathered from its genus and
difference, when it is defined as a good quality

;
for quality is

the genus of virtue, and the difference, good. To be sure, the

definition would be more suitable if for quality we substitute

habit
,
which is the proximate genus.

Now virtue has no matter out of which it is formed, as

neither has any other accident; but it has the matter about

which it is concerned, and the matter in which it exists,

namely, the subject. The matter about which virtue is con-

cerned is its object, and this could not be included in the

above definition because the object fixes the virtue to a cer-

tain species, and here we are giving the definition of virtue m
general. And so for the material cause we have the subject,

which is mentioned when it is said that virtue is a good

quality of the mind .

The end of virtue, since it is an operative habit, is opera-

tion itself. But it must be observed that some operative hab-

its are always referred to evil, as are vicious habits. Others

are sometimes referred to good, sometimes to evil. For in-

stance, opinion is referred both to the true and to the untrue.

But virtue is a habit which is always referred to good. Hence

the distinction of virtue from those habits which are always

referred to evil is expressed in the words by which we live

righteously; and its distinction from those habits which are

17
Epist., CCXI (PL 33, 960)

38
form., CLXIX, n (PL 38, 923)

;

Tract. LXXII, super Ioann , XIV, 12 (PL 35 , 1823).
19 Re Lib .

Arb.y II, 19 (PL 32, 1268).
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sometimes directed to good, and sometimes to evil, is ex-

pressed in the words, of which no one makes bad use .

Lastly, God is the efficient cause of infused virtue, to

which this definition applies, and this is expressed in the

words which God works in us without us. If we omit this

phrase, the remainder of the definition will apply to all vin

tues in general, whether acquired or infused.

Reply Obj. 1 That which first falls in the intellect is

being

,

and therefore everything that we apprehend we con-

sider as being, and consequently as one, and as good
,
which

are convertible with being. Hence we say that essence is be-

ing and one and good, and that oneness is being and one

and good] and in hke manner goodness . But this is not the

case with specific forms, as whiteness and health, for every-

thing that we apprehend is not apprehended with the notion

of white and healthy. We must, however, observe that, as

accidents and non-subsistent forms are called beings, not as

if they themselves had being, but because things are by them,

so also are they called good or one, not by some distinct good-

ness or oneness, but because by them something is good or

one. So also is virtue called good, because by it something is

good.

Reply Obj. 2. The good which is put in the definition of

virtue is not the good in general which is convertible with
being, and which extends further than quality, but the good
as fixed by reason, with regard to which Dionysius says that

the good of the soul is to be in accord with reason .

20

Reply Ob). 3. Virtue cannot be in the irrational part of

the soul, except in so far as this participates in the reason.21

Therefore reason, or the mind, is the proper subject of virtue.

Reply Obj. 4, Justice has a righteousness of its own by
which it puts those outward things right which come into

human use, and which are the proper matter of justice, as we
shall show further on.22 But the righteousness which denotes

order to a due end and to the divine law, which is the rule of

the human will, as was stated above 23
is common to all vir-

tues.

Reply Obj. 5. One can make bad use of a virtue considered

2s an object, for instance, by having evil thoughts about it,

*°De Div. Norn., IV, 32 (PG 3, 733).
21
Aristotle, Eth., I, 13

(1102b 13; 1103 a 3).
22
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e.g., by hating it, or by being proud of it; but one cannot
make bad use of virtue as principle of action, so that an act
of virtue be evil.

Reply Obj. 6. Infused virtue is caused in us by God with-
out any action on our part, but not without our consent. This
is the sense of the words, which God works in us without us.

As to those things which are done by us, God causes them in
us, yet not without action on our part, for He works in every
will and in every nature.



Question LVJL

ON THE SUBJECT OF VIRTUE

{In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the subject of virtue, about which

there are six points of inquiry- (i) Whether virtue is in a

power of the soul as in a subject? (2) Whether one virtue

can be in several powers? (3) Whether the intellect can be a

subject of virtue? (4) Whether the irascible and concupisci-

ble powers can be a subject of virtue? (5) Whether the

sensitive powers of apprehension can be a subject of virtue?

(6) Whether the will can be a subject of virtue?

First Article

WHETHER VIRTUE IS IN A POWER OF THE SOUL AS

IN A SUBJECT?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the subject of virtue is not

a power of the soul. For Augustine says that virtue is that by
which we live righteously .

1 But we live by the essence of the

soul, and not by a power of the soul. Therefore virtue is not

in a power, but in the essence of the soul.

Ob). 2. Further, the Philosopher says that virtue is that

which makes its possessor good, and his work good likewise?

But as a work is established by a power, so he that has a
virtue is established by the essence of the soul. Therefore
virtue does not belong to the power, any more than to the

essence of the soul.

Ob). 3. Further, power is in the second species of quality.

But virtue is a quality, as we have said above,3 and quality is

not the subject of quality. Therefore a power of the soul is

not the subject of virtue.

On the contrary
,
Virtue is the peak of power

A

But the

peak is in that of which it is the peak. Therefore virtue is in

a power of the soul.

1 De Lib Arb.y II, 19 (PL 32, 1268)
2 Eth > II, 6 (1106a 15).

a
Q. 55 >
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4
Aristotle, De Caelo, I, 11 (281a 14; a 18).—Cf. St.

Thomas, In De Caelo} I, lect. 25.
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/ answer that

,

It can be proved in three ways that virtue

belongs to a power of the soul. First, from the very nature
of virtue, which implies the perfection of a power; for per-
fection is in that which it perfects—Secondly, from the fact

that virtue is an operative habit, as we have said above &

Now all operation proceeds from the soul through a power—
Thirdly, from the fact that virtue disposes to that which is

best; and the best is the end, which is either a being’s opera-

tion, or something acquired by an operation proceeding from
the being’s power. Therefore a power of the soul is the sub-

ject of virtue.

Reply Obj. 1. To live may be taken in two ways. Some-
times it is taken for the very being of the living thing, and
thus it belongs to the essence of the soul, which is the prin-

ciple of being in the living thing. But sometimes to live is

taken for the operation of the living thing, and in this sense

we live righteously by virtue inasmuch as by virtue we per-

form righteous actions.

Reply Obj. 2. Good is either the end, or something referred

to the end. Therefore, since the good of the worker consists

in the work, this fact also, that virtue makes the worker

good, is referred to the work, and consequently, to the power.

Reply Obj . 3. One accident is said to be the subject of an-

other, not as though one accident could uphold another, but

because one accident inheres in a substance by means of

another, as color in a body by means of the surface; so that

surface is said to be the subject of color. In this way a power

of the soul is said to be the subject of virtue,

5
Ct 55, a. 2,



Question LVII

ON THE DISTINCTION OF THE INTELLECTUAL
VIRTUES

(In Six Articles)

We now have to consider the distinction of the virtues,

which are (i) the intellectual virtues; (2) the moral vir-

tues; 1
(3) the theological virtues 2 Concerning the first there

are six points of inquiry: (1) Whether the habits of the

speculative intellect are virtues? (2) Whether they are three,

namely, wisdom, science and understanding ? (3) Whether
the intellectual habit art is a virtue? (4) Whether prudence

is a virtue distinct from art? (5) Whether prudence is a vir-

tue necessary to man? (6) Whether eubulia
,
synesis and

gnome aie virtues annexed to prudence?

Second Article

WHETHER THERE ARE ONLY THREE HABITS OF THE SPECULA-
TIVE intellect, viz., WISDOM

,
SCIENCE and UN-

DERSTANDING ?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting to distinguish three

virtues of the speculative intellect, viz., wisdom
,
science and

understanding . For a species should not be co-divided with

Us genus. But wisdom is a science, as is stated in Ethics vi.
3

Therefore wisdom should not be co-divided with science

-among the intellectual virtues.

Obj. 2. Further, in differentiating powers, habits and acts

in respect of their objects, we consider chiefly the formal as-

pect of these objects, as we have already explained.4 There-

fore habits are diversified, not according to their material

objects, but according to the formal aspect of their objects.

Now the principle of a demonstration is the cause of having
a science of conclusions. Therefore the understanding of

principles should not be set down as a habit or virtue distinct

from the science of conclusions.

1
Q. 58*

a Q 62.
8
Aristotle, Eth., VI, 7 (1141a 19). *Q. 54,

a. 2, ad 1; I, q. 77, a. 3.
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Obj. 3. Further, an intellectual virtue is one which resides
in the essentially rational part of the soul. Now even the
speculative reason employs the dialectical syllogism in its

reasoning, just as it employs the demonstrative syllogism.

Therefore, just as science, which is the result of a demonstra-
tive syllogism, is considered to be an intellectual virtue, so

also should opinion be.

On the contrary, The Philosopher reckons these three

alone as being intellectual virtues, viz., wisdom
,
science and

understanding 5

I answer that , As has already been stated, the virtues of

the speculative intellect are those which perfect the specula-

tive intellect for the consideration of truth; for this is its

good work. Now truth is subject to a twofold consideration,

namely, as known in itself, and as known through another^

What is known in itself is as a principle
,
and is at once un-

derstood by the intellect; and that is why the habit that

perfects the intellect for the consideration of such truth is

called understanding
,
which is the habit of principles .

On the other hand, a truth which is known through am
other is understood by the intellect, not at once, but by
means of the reason’s inquiry, and is as a term . This may
happen in two ways : first, so that it is the last in some par-

ticular genus; secondly, so that it is the ultimate term of all

human knowledge. And, since things that are later knowable

in relation to us are knowable first and chiefly in their na-

ture hence it is that that which is last with respect to all

human knowledge is that which is knowable first and chiefly

in its nature. And about these truths is wisdom
,
which con-

siders the highest causes, as is stated in Metaph . i.
7 There-

fore it rightly judges and orders all truths, because there

can be no perfect and universal judgment except by resolu-

tion to first causes.—But in regard to that which is last in

this or that genus 0/ knowable truths, it is science that per-

fects the intellect. Therefore, according to the diverse genera

of knowable truths, there are diverse habits of the sciences;

whereas there is but one wisdom.
Reply Ob 1. Wisdom is a science, in so far as it has that

which is common to all the sciences: viz., to demonstrate

conclusions from principles. But since it has something
5 Etk

,

VI, 7 f 1141a 19); 3 (1139b 16)
6
Aristotle, Phys., I, 1

(184a 18).
n
Aristotle, Metaph I, x (981b 28); 2 (982b 9) t
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proper to itself above the other sciences, inasmuch as it

judges of them all, not only as to their conclusions, but also

as to their first principles, therefore it is a more perfect vir-

tue than science.

Reply Ob'], 2. When the formal aspect of the object is re-

ferred to a power or habit by one and the same act, there is

no distinction of habit or power in relation to the formal as-

pect and the material object. Thus, it belongs to the same
power of sight to see both color and light, which is the formal

aspect under which color is seen, and is seen at the same time

as the color. On the other hand, the principles of demonstra-

tion can be considered by themselves, without the conclusion

being considered at all. They can also be considered together

with the conclusions, in so far as the principles are extended

to lead to the conclusions. Accordingly, to consider principles

in this second way belongs to science
,
which considers the

conclusions also; while to consider principles in themselves

belongs to understanding

.

Consequently, if we consider the point rightly, these three

virtues are not distinguished as being on a par with one an-

other, but in a certain order. The same is to be observed in

potential wholes, wherein one part is more perfect than an-

other: e.g., the rational soul is more perfect than the sensi-

tive soul, and the sensitive, than the vegetative soul. For it is

thus that science depends on understanding as on a virtue of

higher degree. So, too, both of these depend on wisdom as

obtaining the highest place; for it contains beneath itself

both understanding and science, as judging both of the' con-

clusions of sciences and of the principles on which they are

based.

Reply Obj, 3. As was stated above, a virtuous habit has a

fixed relation to good, and is in no way referable to evil s

Now the good of the intellect is truth, and falsehood is its

evil. Therefore those habits alone are called intellectual vir-

tues, whereby we express the truth and never a falsehood.

But opinion and surmise can be about both truth and false-

hood; and so, as is stated in Ethics vi.,
9 they are not intel-

lectual virtues.

®Q. a. 3 and 4. * Aristotle, Eth

,

VI, 3 (1139b 17),
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Third Article

WHETHER THE INTELLECTUAL HABIT ART IS A VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that art is not an intellectual

virtue. For Augustine says that no one makes bad use oj

virtue .

10 But one may make bad use of art, for a craftsman

can work badly according to the science of his art. Therefore

art is not a virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, there is no virtue of a virtue. But there

is a virtue of art

,

according to the Philosopher.11 Therefore

art is not a virtue.

Obj 3. Further, the liberal arts excel the mechanical arts.

But just as the mechanical arts are practical, so the hberal

arts are speculative. Therefore, if art were an intellectual

virtue, it would have to be reckoned among the speculative

virtues.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that art is a vir-

tue.12 However, he does not reckon it among the speculative

virtues, which, according to him, reside in the scientific part

of the soul.

1 answer that

,

Art is nothing else but the right reason about

certain works to be made. And yet the good of these things

depends, not on the disposition of man’s appetite, but on the

goodness of the work done. For a craftsman as such is com-

mendable, not for the will with which he does a work, but for

the quality of the work. Art, therefore, properly speaking, is

an operative habit. And yet it has something in common with

the speculative habits, since the disposition of the things

considered by them is a matter of concern to the speculative

habits also, although they are not concerned with the dis-

position of the appetite towards their objects. For as long as

the geometrician demonstrates the truth, it matters not how
his appetite is disposed, whether he be joyful or angry; even

as neither does this matter in a craftsman, as we have ob-

served. And so art has the nature of a virtue in the same wa)'

as the speculative habits, in so far, namely, as neither art nor

a speculative habit makes a good work as regards the use of

10
X)e Lib. Arb ., II, 18; 19 (PL 32, 1267; 1268)

31
Aristotle, Eth.,

VJ
; $ (1140b 22)

333 Op cit.3 VI, 3 (1139b 16); 7 (1141a 19)-
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the habit, which is distinctive of a virtue that perfects the

appetite, but only as regards the ability to work well.

Reply Obj . 1. When anyone endowed with an ait produces

bad workmanship, this is not the work of that art; in fact, it

is contrary to the art. In the same way, when a man lies,

while knowing the truth, his words are not in accord with

what he knows, but contrary thereto. Therefore, just as

science has always a relation to good, as was stated above,

so it is with art; and it is for this reason that it is called a
virtue. And yet it falls short of being a perfect virtue, because

it does not make its possessor to use it well; for which pur-

pose something further is requisite, even though there cannot

be a good use without the art.

Reply Obj. 2. In order that a man may make good use of

the art he has, he needs a good will, which is perfected by
moral virtue; and for this reason the Philosopher says there

is a virtue of art, namely, a moral virtue, in so far as the good
use of art requires a moral virtue. For it is evident that a
craftsman is inclined by justice, which rectifies his will, to do
his work faithfully.

Reply Obj . 3. Even in speculative matters there is some-
thing by way of work: e.g.

f
the making of a syllogism or of a

fitting speech, or the work of counting or measuring. Hence
whatever habits are ordained to such works of the speculative

reason are, by a kind of comparison, called arts indeed, but
liberal arts, in order to distinguish them from those arts that

are ordained to works done by the body; for these arts are,

in a fashion, servile, inasmuch as the body is in servile sub-

jection to the soul, and man, as regards his soul, is free

[liber ] . On the other hand, those sciences which are not or-

dained to any such work are called sciences absolutely, and
not arts. Nor, if the liberal arts be more excellent, does it fol-

low that the notion of art is more applicable to them.

Fourth Article

WHETHER PRUDENCE IS A DISTINCT VIRTUE FROM ART?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1 It would seem that prudence is not a distinct

virtue from art. For art is right reason about certain works.
But diversity of works does not make a habit cease to be an
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art, since there are various arts about works widely different,

Since, therefore, prudence is also right reason about works, it

seems that it too should be reckoned an art.

Obj. 2. Further, prudence has more in common with art

that the speculative habits have, for they are both about con*

tingent matters that may be otherwise than they are.ls Now
some speculative habits a~e called arts. Much more, therefor^

should prudence be called an art.

Obj. 3. Further, it belongs to prudence to be of good com-

set,
14 But counselling takes place in certain arts also, as is

stated in Ethics iii.,
15 e.g in the arts of warfare, of seaman-

ship and of medicine. Therefore prudence is not distinct from
art.

On the contrary

,

The Philosopher distinguishes prudence

from art.
16

I answer that

,

Where the nature of virtue differs, there is

a different kind of virtue. Now it has been stated above that

some habits have the nature of virtue, through merely con-

ferring ability for a good work, while some habits are virtues,

not only through conferring ability for a good work, but also

through conferring the use.17 But art confers the mere ability

for good work, since it does not regard the appetite, whereas

prudence confers not only ability for a good work, but also

the use, for it regards the appetite, since it presupposes the

rectitude of the appetite.

The reason for this difference is that art is the right reason

of things to be made

,

whereas prudence is the right reason 0}

things to be done . Now making and doing differ, as is stated

in Metaph . ix.,
18 in that making is an action passing into ex-

ternal matter, e.g., to build,
to saw

,

and so forth; whereas

doing is an action abiding in the agent, e.g., to see, to will
,

and the like. Accordingly, prudence stands in the same rela-

tion to such human actions, consisting in the use of powers

and habits, as art does to external makings, since each is the

perfect reason about the things with which it is concerned.

But perfection and rectitude of reason in speculative matters

depend on the principles from which reason argues; just as

we have said above that science depends on and presuppose?

19
Aristotle, Eth., VI, 6 (1140b 35)

“ Op . tit., VI, 5 (1140a 25).
15 Op. cit., HI, 3 (1112b 3). ™Op. tit , VI, 3 (1139b 16) ; 5 (1140b

2; b 21).
17 A 1; q. 56, a. 3.

M
Aristotle, Metaph, VIII, 8

(1030a 30).
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understanding, which is the habit of principles. Now in hu-

man acts ends are what principles are in speculative matters,

as is stated in Ethics vn.19 Consequently, it is requisite for

prudence, which is right reason about things to be done, that

man be well disposed with regard to ends; and this depends

on the rectitude of his appetite. Therefore, for prudence there

is need of moral virtue, which rectifies the appetite. On the

other hand, the good of things made by art is not the good of

man’s appetite, but the good of the artificial things them-

selves, and hence art does not presuppose rectitude of the ap-

petite. The consequence is that more praise is given to a
craftsman who is at fault willingly, than to one who is unwill-

ingly; whereas it is more contrary to prudence to sin will-

ingly than unwillingly, since rectitude of the will is essential

to prudence, but not to art.—Accordingly, it is evident that

prudence is a virtue distinct from art.

Reply Obj. 1. The various kinds of things made by art are
all external to man, and therefore there is no diversification

in the nature of virtue. But prudence is right reason about
human acts themselves, and hence it is a distinct kind of

virtue, as was stated above.

Reply Obj . 2. Prudence has more in common with art than
a speculative habit has, if we consider their subject and mat-
ter; for they are both in the part of the soul that does not

deal with necessary truths, as well as about things that may
be otherwise than they are. But if we consider them as vir-

tues, then art has more in common with the speculative

habits than with prudence, as* is clear from what has been
said.

Reply Obj . 3. Prudence is of good counsel about matters

regarding man’s entire life, and the last end of human life.

But in some arts there is counsel about matters concerning
the ends proper to those arts. Hence some men, in so far as

they are good counsellors in matters of warfare, or seaman-
ship, are said to be prudent officers or pilots, but not prudent
absolutely, for only those are prudent absolutely who give

good counsel about what concerns man’s entire life,,

16
Aristotle, Bth

,

VII, 8 (1151a 16).
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Fifth Article

WHETHER PRUDENCE IS A VIRTUE NECESSARY TO MAN?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that prudence is not a virtue

necessary for a good life. For as art is to things that are made,
of which it is the right reason, so prudence is to things that

are done, in respect of which we judge of a man’s life; for

prudence is the right reason about these things, as is stated

in Ethics vi.
2<) Now art is not necessary in things that are

made, save in order that they be made, but not after they

have been made. Neither, therefore, is prudence necessary to

man for a good life, after he has become virtuous, but pen
haps only in order that he may become virtuous.

Obj. 2 . Further, It is by prudence that we are of good coun-

sel

\

as is stated in Ethics vi.
21 But man can act not only from

his own good counsel, but also from another’s. Therefore a

man does not deem prudence for a good life, but it is enough

that he follow the counsel of prudent men.
Obj. 3. Further, an intellectual virtue is one by which one

always expresses the truth, and never what is false. But this

does not seem to be the case with prudence, for it is not hu-

man never to err in taking counsel about what is to be done,

since human actions are about things that may be otherwise

than they are. Hence it is written (Wis. ix. 14) * The thoughts

of mortal men are fearful,
and our counsels uncertain. There-

fore it seems that prudence should not be reckoned an intel-

lectual virtue.

On the contrary
,
It is reckoned with other virtues necessary

for human life, when it is written (Wis. viii. 7) of divine Wis-

dom* She teacheth temperance and prudence and justice and
fortitude

,
which are such things as men can have nothing

more profitable in life.

I answer that

,

Prudence is a virtue most necessary for

human life. For a good life consists in good deeds. Now in

order to <lo good deeds, it matters not only what a man does,

but also how he does it; in other words, it matters that he do

it from right choice and not merely from impulse or passion,

Now since choice is about means to the end, rectitude of

20
Op. cit 3 VI, 5 (1140b 3).

21
Ibid. (1140a 25) ; 7 (1141b 9),
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choice requires two things, namely, the due end, and that

which is suitably ordained to that due end. Now man is suit-

ably directed to his due end by a virtue which perfects the

soul in the appetitive part, the object of which is the good

and the end But to that which is suitably ordained to the due

end man needs to be rightly disposed by a habit in his reason,

because counsel and choice, which are about means ordained

to the end, are acts of the reason. Consequently an intellec-

tual virtue is needed in the reason, to perfect the reason and
make it suitably affected towards means ordained to the end;

and this virtue is prudence Consequently prudence is a vir-

tue necessary for a good life.

Reply Obj. 1. The good of an art is to be found, not in the

craftsman, but in the product of the art, since art is right

reason about things to be made. For, since making passes

into external matter, it is not a perfection of the maker, but
of the thing made, even as movement is the act of the

thing moved. Now art is concerned with the making of

things. On the other hand, the good of prudence is in the

agent himself, whose perfection consists in action itself, for

prudence is right reason about things to be done, as was
stated above. Consequently, art does not require of the crafts-

man that his act be a good act, but that his work be good.

Rather would it be necessary for the thing made to act

well (e.g., that a knife should carve well, or that a saw
should cut well), if it were proper to such things to act,

rather than to be acted on, because they have not dominion
over their actions. Therefore the craftsman needs art, not

that he may live well, but that he may produce a good work
of art, and an enduring one, whereas prudence is necessary

to man that he may lead a good life, and not merely that he

may become a good man.
Reply Ob7. 2. When a man does a good deed, not of his

own counsel, but moved by that of another, his operation is

not yet quite perfect, as regards his reason in directing him
and his appetite in moving him. Therefore, if he do a good
deed, he does not do well absolutely; and yet this is required

in order that he may lead a good life.

Reply Obj. 3. As is stated in Ethics vi.,
22 truth is not the

name for the practical as for the speculative intellect. For the

Aristotle, Mth., VI, 2 (1139a 26).
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truth of the speculative intellect depends on the conformity

of the intellect to the thing And since the intellect cannot be

infallibly in conformity with things in contingent matters,

but only in necessary matters, therefore no speculative habit

about contingent things is an intellectual virtue, but only

such as is about necessary things.—On the other hand, the

truth of the practical intellect depends on conformity with

right appetite. This conformity has no place in necessary

matters, which are not effected by the human will, but only

in contingent matters which can be effected by us, whether

they be matters of interior action or the products of external

work. Hence it is only about contingent matters that an in-

tellectual virtue is assigned to the practical intellect, viz

,

art

,

as regards things to be made, and prudence
,
as regards

things to be don&.



Question LVHI

Jf)N THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MORAL AND
INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the moral virtues. We shall speak ( x)

of the difference between them and the intellectual virtues;

(2) of their distinction, one from another, in respect of their

proper matter, 1
(3) of the difference between the chief or

cardinal virtues and the others.2

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry: (1)

Whether every virtue is a moral virtue? (2) Whether moral

virtue differs from intellectual virtue? (3) Whether virtue

is adequately divided into moral and intellectual virtue? (4)

Whether there can be moral virtue without intellectual vir-

tue? (5 ) Whether, on the other hand, there can be intellectual

virtue without moral virtue?

First Article

WHETHER EVERY VIRTUE IS A MORAL VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that every virtue is a moral
virtue. For moral virtue is so called from the Latin mos, i e.,

custom Now, we can accustom ourselves to the acts of all the

virtues. Therefore every virtue is a moral virtue.

Ob7. 2. Further, the Philosopher says that moral virtue is

a habit of choosing this rational mean? But every virtue is a

habit of choosing, smee the acts of any virtue can be done
from choice. And, moreover, every virtue consists in following

the rational mean in some way, as we shall explain further

on.4 Therefore every virtue is a moral virtue.

Ob) 3. Further, Cicero says that virtue is a habit after the

manner of a natui'e, m accord with reason? But since every
human virtue is directed to man’s good, it must be in accord
with reason; for man’s good consists in being in accord with
reason, as Dionysius states.6 Therefore every virtue is a

moral virtue.

*Q 59
a
Q. 61. *Etk.3 II, 6 (1106b 36).

4
Q. 64, a. 1, i

and 3.
5 De Invent II, 53 (p. 147*).

Q De Div . Nom.3
IV, 33

(PG 3, 733).
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says. When we speak 0

j

a man’s morals, we do not say that he is wise or intelligent,

but that he is gentle or sober .
1 Accordingly, then, wisdom

and understanding are not moral virtues; and yet they are

virtues, as was stated above.* Therefore, not every virtue is a
moral virtue.

I answer that, In order to answer this question clearly, we
must consider the meaning of the Latin word mos, for thus

we shall be able to discover what moral virtue is. Now mos
has a twofold meaning. For sometimes it means custom, in

which sense we read (Acts xv. 1): Except you be circum-

cised after the manner [morem] of Moses, you cannot be

saved

;

sometimes it means a natural or quasi-natural inclina-

tion to do some particular action, in which sense the word is

applied to brute animals. Thus we read (2 Macc. xi. n)
that rushing violently zipon the enemy, like lions [leonum

more], they slew them. The word is used in the same sense

in Ps. lxvii. 7, where we read: Who maketh men of one man-
ner [moris] to dwell in a house. For both these significations

there is but one word in Latin; but in Greek there is a dis-

tinct word for each, for the word ethos, which signifies the

same as the Latin mos, is written sometimes with a long e,

and is written y], and sometimes with a short e, and is writ-

ten e.

Now moral virtue is so called from mos in the sense of a

natural or quasi-natural inclination to do some particular

action. And the other meaning of mos, i e., custom, is akin to

this, because custom somehow becomes a nature, and pro-

duces an inclination similar to a natural one. But it is evident

that inclination to an action belongs properly to the appeti-

tive power, whose function it is to move all the powers to

their acts, as was explained above.9 Therefore not every vir-

tue is a moral virtue, but only those that are in the appetitive

power.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument takes mos in the sense of cus-

tom.

Reply Obj

.

2. Every act of virtue can be done from choice,

but no virtue makes us choose rightly, save that which is in

the appetitive part of the soul, for it has been stated above

that choice is an act of the appetitive part.10 Therefore a

7 Mtk., ly 13 (1x03a 7),
8
Q, 57-) a* 2.

B
Q. 9 >

a. r.
W Q. 13, a,
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habit of choosing, i e a habit which is the principle whereby
we choose, is that habit alone which perfects the appetitive

power; although the acts of other habits also may be a mat-
ter of choice.

Reply Obj. 3. Nature is the principle of movement .
u Now

to move to act is the proper function of the appetitive power.

Consequently, to become like nature in the point of consent-

ing to the reason is proper to those virtues which are in the

appetitive power.

Second Article

WHETHER MORAL VIRTUE DIFFERS FROM INTELLECTUAL
VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1, It would seem that moral virtue does not dif-

fer from intellectual virtue. For Augustine says that virtue is

the art of living rightlyP But art is an intellectual virtue.

Therefore moral and intellectual virtue do not differ.

Obj . 2. Further, some authors put science in the definition

of the moral virtues. Thus some define perseverance as a

science or habit regarding those things to which we should

hold or not hold

;

and holiness as a science which makes man
to be faithful and to do his duty to GodP Now science is an

intellectual virtue. Therefore moral virtue should not be dis-

tinguished from intellectual virtue.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says that virtue is the rectitude

and perfection of reasonP But this belongs to intellectual

virtue, as is stated in Ethics vi.
15 Therefore moral virtue does

not differ from intellectual virtue.

Obj. 4. Further, a thing does not differ from that which is

included in its definition. But intellectual virtue is included

in the definition of moral virtue; for the Philosopher says

that moral virtue is a habit of choosing the mean appointed
by reason as a prudent man would appoint itP Now this

right reason, that fixes the mean of moral virtue, belongs to

n
Aristotle, Phys

,

II, 1 (192b 21).
35 De Civil. Dei

,

IV, 21 (PL

41, 128).
13

Cf. St. Thomas, S. T., II-II, q. 137, a 1, sed contra, and
for Andronicus, cf J von Arnim, Stotcorum Veterum Fragmenta, HI,

p 66.
u SolU , I, 6 (PL 32, 876).

35
Anstotle, Eth., VI, 13 (1144b

2j). ^Op. at., II, 6 (1106b 36).
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intellectual virtue, as is stated in Ethics vi .
17 Therefore moral

virtue does not differ from intellectual virtue.

On the contrary, It is stated in Ethics i. that there are two
kinds of virtue * some we call intellectual, some,

moral ,
18

I answer that, Reason is the first principle of all human
acts, and whatever other principles of human acts may be
found, they obey reason in some way, but diversely. For some
obey reason instantaneously and without any contradiction

whatever. Such are the members of the body, provided they

be in a healthy condition, for as soon as reason commands
the hand or the foot proceeds to action. Hence the Philoso*

pher says that the soul rules the body with a despotic rule,

19

i.e., as a master rules his slave, who has no right to rebel. Ac-

cordingly, some held that all the active principles in man are

subordinate to reason in this way. If this were true, for a
man to act well it would suffice that his reason be perfect,

Consequently, smce virtue is a habit perfecting man in view
of his doing good actions, it would follow that virtue existed

only in the reason, so that there would be none but intellec-

tual virtues. This was the opinion of Socrates, who said

every virtue is a kind of prudence, as is stated in Ethics vi .

20

Hence he maintained that as long as a man was in possession

of knowledge, he could not sin, and that every one who
sinned did so through ignorance .

21

Now this is based on a false supposition. For the appetitive

part obeys the reason, not instantaneously, but with a certain

power of opposition; and so the Philosopher says that reason

commands the appetitive part by a political rule,
22 whereby

a man rules over subjects that are free, having a certain right

of opposition. Hence Augustine says on Ps. cxviii. that some-

times the intellect marks the way, while desire lags, or fol-

lows not at all;2* so much so, that sometimes the habits

or passions of the appetitive part cause the use of reason to

be impeded in some particular action. And in this way, there

is some truth in the saying of Socrates that so long as a man
is in possession of knowledge he does not sin: provided, how-
ever, that this knowledge is made to include the use of reason

in this individual act of choice.

17 Op tit, VI, 13 (1144b 21). ™Op. tit., I, 13 (1x03a 3).

™Poht., I, 2 (1254b 4).
20

Aristotle, Eth., VI, 13 (1144b 19).
21

Cf.

op. cit., VII, 2 (1145b 23) —Cf. also Plato, Protag. (pp. 352B; 355A;

357B). spoilt., I, 5 (1254b 4)*
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Accordingly, for a man to do a good deed, it is requisite not

only that his reason be well disposed by means of a habit of

intellectual virtue, but also that his appetite be well disposed

by means of a habit of moral virtue. And so moral differs

from intellectual virtue, even as the appetite differs from the

reason. Hence, just as the appetite is the principle of human
acts, in so far as it partakes of reason, so moral habits are to

be considered human virtues in so far as they are in con-

formity with reason.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine usually applies the term art to

any form of right reason; in which sense art includes pru-

dence, which is the right reason about things to be done, even
as art is the right reason about things to be made. Accord-
ingly, when he says that virtue is the art of right conduct

,

this applies to prudence essentially; but to other virtues, by
participation, in so far as they are directed by prudence.

Reply Obj . 2. All such definitions, by whomsoever given,

have been based on the Socratic theory, and should be ex-

plained according to what we have said about art.

The same applies to the Third Objection.

Reply Ob 4. Right reason in matters of prudence is in-

cluded in the definition of moral virtue, not as part of its es-

sence, but as something belonging by way of participation to

all t\>B moral virtues, in so far as they are all under the direc-

tion of prudence.



Question LX

HOW THE MORAL VIRTUES ARE DISTINGUISHED
FROM ONE ANOTHER

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider bow the moral virtues are Jistim
guisbed from one another. Under this head there are five

points of inquiry: (i) Whether there is only one moral vir

tue? (2) Whether those moral virtues which are about opera-
tions are distinguished from those which are about passions?

(3) Whether there is but one moral virtue about operations?

(4) Whether there are different moral virtues about different

passions? (5) "Whether the moral virtues are distinguished

according to the various objects of the passions?

First Article

WHETHER THERE IS ONLY ONE MORAL VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is only one moral
virtue. For just as the direction of moral actions belongs to

reason, which is the subject of the intellectual virtues, so

their inclination belongs to the appetitive power, which is

the subject of moral virtues. But there is only one intellectual

virtue to direct all moral acts, viz., prudence. Therefore,

there is also but one moral virtue to give all moral acts their

respective inclinations.

Ob). 2. Further, habits differ, not in respect of their ma
terial objects, but according to the formal aspects of the r

objects. Now the formal aspect of the good to which mora
virtue is directed is one, viz., the mean defined by reason

Therefore it appears that there is but one moral virtue.

Ob). 3. Further, moral matters are specified by the end, as

was stated above.1 Now there is but one common end of all

the moral virtues, viz., happiness, while the proper and proxi-

mate ends are infinite in number. But the moral virtues them-

selves are not infinite in number* Therefore it seems that

there is but one.

On the contrary, One habit cannot be in several powers, as
a Q L a. 3.
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was stated above .
2 But the subject of the moral virtues is the

appetitive part of the soul, which is distinguished into several

powers, as was stated in the First Part .

3 Therefore there can-

not be only one moral virtue.

I answer that

,

As was stated above, the moral virtues are

habits of the appetitive part of the soul .

4 Now habits differ

specifically according to the specific differences of their ob-

jects, as was stated above .

6 Now the species of the object of

appetite, as of anything, depends on its specific form which

it receives from the agent. But we must observe that the mat-

ter of the receptive subject bears a twofold relation to the

agent. For sometimes it receives the form of the agent in the

same manner as the agent has that form, as happens with all

univocal agents, so that if the agent be one specifically, the

matter must of necessity receive a form that is specifically

one. Thus, the univocal effect of fire is of necessity something

in the species of fire.—Sometimes, however, the matter re-

ceives the form from the agent, but not in the same manner
as the agent, as is the case with non-univocal causes of gen-

eration. Thus an animal is generated by the sun. In this case,

the forms received into matter from one and the same agent

are not of one species, but vary according to the adaptabil-

ity of the matter to receive the action of the agent. For in-

stance, we see that owing to the one action of the sun,

animals of various species are produced by putrefaction ac-

cording to the various adaptability of matter.

Now it is evident that in moral matters the reason holds

the place of commander and mover, while the appetitive

power is commanded and moved. But the appetite does not

receive the action of reason univocally, so to say; for it is ra-

tional, not essentially, but by participation .

6 Consequently,

appetible objects are established in various species according

to the movement of reason, by having various relations to

reason; so that it follows that moral virtues are of various

species and are not one only.

Reply Obj, i. The object of the reason is the true. Now in

all moral matters, which are contingent matters of action,

there is but one kind of truth. Consequently, there is but one
virtue to direct all such matters, viz., prudence.—On the

other hand, the object of the appetitive power is the ap-
a
Q. 56, a 2.

“ 5. T., I, q 80, a, 2; q. 81, a. 2.
4
Q. 58, a. 1, 2

»nd 3.
6
Q, 54, a. 2. * Aristotle, Eth., I, 13 (noab 13; b 26).
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petible good, which varies in kind according to its various re-

lations to reason, the directing power.

Reply Obj. 2. This formal element is one generically be-

cause of the unity of the agent, but it varies in species

because of the various relations of the receiving subjects, as

was explained above.

Reply Obj . 3. Moral matters do not receive their species

from the last end, but from their proximate ends; and these,

although they be infinite in number, are not infinite in

species.



Question LXI

THE CARDINAL VIRTUES

(In Five Articles )

We must now consider the cardinal virtues. Under this head

there are five points of inquiry: (i) Whether the moral vir-

tues should be called cardinal or principal virtues? (2) Of
their number. (3) Which are they? (4) Whether they differ

from one another? (5) Whether they are fittingly divided into

political, perfecting, perfect, and exemplar virtues?

First Article

WHETHER THE MORAL VIRTUES SHOULD BE CALLED CARDINAL
OR PRINCIPAL VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtues should not

be called cardinal or principal virtues. For the opposed mem-
bers of a division are by nature simultaneous/ so that one is

not principal rather than another. Now all the virtues are

opposed members of the division of the genus virtue . There-

fore none of them should be called principal.

Obj . 2. Further, the end is superior to the means. But the

theological virtues are about the end, while the moral virtues

are about the means. Therefore the theological virtues, rather

than the moral virtues, should be called principal or cardinal.

Obj , 3. Further, that which is essentially so is superior to

that which is so by participation But the intellectual virtues

belong to that which is essentially rational, whereas the

moral virtues belong to that which is rational by participa-

tion, as was stated above.2 Therefore the intellectual virtues

are principal, rather than the moral virtues.

On the contrary

,

Ambrose, in explaining the words Blessed

are the poorm spirit (Luke vi. 20) says: We know that there

are four cardinal virtues, viz,, temperance, justice, prudence
and fortitude? But these are moral virtues. Therefore the

moral virtues are cardinal virtues.

1
Aristotle, Cat,, XIII (14b 33).

a
Q, 56, a. 6, ad 2; q 58, a. 3;

q. 59, a. 4, obj, 2, *In Luc,, V, super VI, 20 (PL 15, 1738).
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>

1 answer that
,
When we speak without qualification of

virtue, we are understood to speak of human virtue. Now hu-
man virtue, as was stated above, is virtue according to its

perfect nature if it requires the rectitude of the appetite; 4
for

such a virtue not only confers the ability to do well, but also

causes the use of the good work. On the other hand, a virtue

is so called according to the imperfect notion of virtue, when
it does not require rectitude of the appetite, because it merely
confers the ability of doing well without causing the use of

the good work. Now it is evident that the perfect is principal

as compared to the imperfect, and so those virtues which
contain rectitude of the appetite are called principal virtues.

Such are the moral virtues, and among the intellectual vir-

tues prudence alone is such, for it is also in a way a moral
virtue with respect to its subject matter, as was shown
above.5 Consequently, those virtues which are called princi-

pal or cardinal are fittingly found among the moral virtues.

Reply Obj . i. When a univocal genus is divided into its

species, the members of the division are on a par in the point

of the generic notion
,
although considered according to real-

ity, one species may surpass another in rank and perfection,

as man surpasses the other animals. But when we divide an
analogous notion, which is applied to several things, but to

one before it is applied to another, nothing hinders one from

ranking before another, even with respect to the common
notion; as the notion of being is applied to substance more
principally than to accident. Such is the division of virtue

into the various genera of virtue, since the good defined by
reason is not found in the same way in all things.

Reply Obj. 2. The theological virtues are above man, as

was stated above.6 Hence they should properly be called not

human, but super-human or divine virtues.

Reply Obj . 3. Although the intellectual virtues, except

prudence, rank before the moral virtues, in the point of theii

subject, they do not rank before them according to the na-

ture of virtue; for a virtue, as such, has reference to the good,

which is the object of the appetite.

56 , a. 3.
B
Q. 57 , a, 4,

a
Q, 58) a. 3, ad 3.



m THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 61 Art. 2

Second Article

WHETHER THERE ARE FOUR CARDINAL VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that there are not four cardinal

virtues. For prudence is the directing principle of the other

moral virtues, as is clear from what has been said above.7

But that which directs others ranks before them. Therefore

prudence alone is a principal virtue.

Obj. 2. Further, the principal virtues are, in a way, moral

virtues. Now we are directed to moral works both by the

practical reason and by a right appetite, as is stated in Ethics

vi.
8 Therefore there are only two cardinal virtues.

Obj . 3. Further, even among the other virtues one ranks

higher than another. But in order that a virtue be principal,

it need not rank above all the others, but above some. There-

fore it seems that there are many more principal virtues..

On the contrary, Gregory says: The entire structure oj

good works is built on four virtues .
9

I answer that

,

Things may be numbered either in respect

of their formal principles, or according to the subjects in

which they are; and in either way we find that there are four

cardinal virtues.

For the formal principle of the virtue of which we speak

now is the good as defined by reason. This good can be con-

sidered in two ways. First, as existing in the consideration it-

self of reason, and thus we have one principal virtue called

prudence .—Secondly, according as the reason puts its order

into something else, and this either into operations, and then

we have justice, or into passions, and then we need two vir-

tues. For the need of putting the order of reason into the pas-

sions is due to their thwarting reason; and this occurs in two
ways. First, when the passions incite to something against

reason, and then they need a curb, which we thus call tem~

peronce; secondly, when the passions withdraw us from fol-

lowing the dictate of reason, e.g., through fear of danger or

toil, and then man needs to be strengthened for that which
reason dictates, lest he turn back, and to this end there is

fortitude ,

T
Q. 58, a. 4. * Aristotle, Eth VI, 2 (1139a 24).

49 (Ph 75) 592).

* Moral,, H,
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In like manner, we find the same number if we consider the
subjects of virtue. For there are four subjects of the virtue of
which we now speak, viz., the power which is rational in its
essence, and this is perfected by prudence

; and that which is
rational by participation, and is threefold, the will, subject of
justice, the concupiscible power, subject of temperance, and
the irascible power, subject of fortitude.

Reply Obj. 1. Prudence is absolutely the principal of all
the virtues. The others are principal, each in its own genus.
Reply Obj. 2. That part of the soul which is rational bj

participation is threefold, as was stated above.
Reply Obj. 3. All the other virtues, among which one

ranks before another, are reducible to the above four, both
as to the subject and as to the formal principles.



Question L-XII

THE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES

{In Four Articles)

We must now consider the Theological Virtues. Under this

head there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether there are

theological virtues? (2) Whether the theological virtues are

distinguished from the intellectual and moral virtues? (3)

How many, and which are they? (4) Of their order.

First Article

WHETHER THERE ARE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the First Article :— ,

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not any theo-

logical virtues. For according to Physics vii., virtue is the

disposition of a perfect thing to that which is best ; and by

perfect I mean that which is disposed according to nature .

1

But that which is divine is above man’s nature. Therefore the

theological virtues are not the virtues of a man.
Obj . 2. Further, theological virtues are quasi-divine vir-

tues. But the divine virtues are exemplars, as was stated

above,2 which are not in us but in God. Therefore the theo-

logical virtues are not the virtues of man.
Obj . 3. Further, the theological virtues are so called be-

cause they direct us to God, Who is the first cause and last

end of all things. But by the very nature of his reason and
will, man is directed to his first cause and last end. Therefore

there is no need for any habits of theological virtue to direct

the reason and the will to God.
On the contrary, The precepts of law are about acts of

virtue. But the divine law contains precepts about the acts of

faith, hope and charity: for it is written {Ecclus. ii. 8,

seqq.) : Ye that fear the Lord believe Him
,
and again, hope

in Him
, and again, love Him . Therefore faith, hope and

charity are virtues directing us to God. Therefore they are

theological virtues

1
Aristotle, Phys.t VII, 3 (246b 23) —Cf ibid (246a 13).

3
Q, 61,

a, 5.
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I answer that

,

Man is perfected by virtue for those actions
by which he is directed to happiness, as was explained above?
Now man’s happiness or felicity is twofold, as was also stated
above.4 One is proportioned to human nature, a happiness,
namely, which man can obtain by means of the principles of

his nature. The other is a happiness surpassing man’s nature,

and which man can obtain by the power of God alone, by a
kind of participation of the Godhead

,
and thus it is written

(2 Pet. i. 4) that by Christ we are made partakers of the di-

vine nature. And because such happiness surpasses the power
of human nature, man’s natural principles, which enable him
to act well according to his power, do not suffice to direct man
to this same happiness. Hence it is necessary for man to re-

ceive from God some additional principles, by which he may
be directed to supernatural happiness, even as he is directed

to his connatural end by means of his natural principles, al-

beit not without the divine assistance Such principles are

called theological virtues? They are so called, first, because

their object is God, inasmuch as they direct us rightly to

God; secondly, because they are infused in us by God alone;

thirdly, because these virtues are not made known to us, save

by divine revelation, contained in Holy Scripture.

Reply Obj. 1. A certain nature may be ascribed to a cer-

tain thing in two ways. First, essentially, and thus these

theological virtues surpass the nature of man. Secondly, by
participation, as kindled wood partakes of the nature of fire,

and thus, after a fashion, man becomes a partaker of the

divine nature, as was stated above. Hence these virtues befit

man according to the nature of which he is made a partaker.

Reply Obj. 2. These virtues are called divine, not as

though God were virtuous by reason of them, but because by
them God makes us virtuous, and directs us to Himself.

Hence they are not exemplar virtues but copies.

Reply Ob) . 3. The reason and the will are naturally dh
rected to God, inasmuch as He is the cause and the end oi

nature, but according to the ability of nature. But the reason

and the will, accordmg to their nature, are not sufficiently

directed to Him in so far as He is the object of supernatural

happiness.

®Q. 5, a. 7.
4
Q, 5, a.

B
Cf. William of Auxerre, Sumim

Aurea

,

III, tr. 2, ch. 2 (fol. i3ora).
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Second Article

WHETHER THE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES ARE DISTINGUISHED
FROM THE INTELLECTUAL AND MORAL VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the theological virtues are

not distinguished from moral and intellectual virtues. For the

theological virtues, if they be in a human soul, must needs

perfect it either as to the intellectual part or as to the appeti-

tive part. Now the virtues which perfect the intellectual part

£re called intellectual, and the virtues which perfect the ap-

petitive part are called moral. Therefore the theological vir-

tues are not distinguished from the moral and intellectual

virtues.

Obj . 2. Further, the theological virtues are those which di-

rect us to God. Now among the intellectual virtues there is

one which directs us to God, namely, wisdom, which is about

divine things, since it considers the highest cause. Therefore

the theological virtues are not distinguished from the intel-

lectual virtues.

Obj . 3. Further, Augustine shows how the four cardinal

virtues are the order of love? Now love is charity, which is a
theological virtue. Therefore the moral virtues are not dis-

tinct from the theological.

On the contrary

,

That which is above man’s nature is dis-

tinguished from that which is according to his nature. But
the theological virtues are above man’s nature, while the in-

tellectual and moral virtues are proportioned to his nature,

as was shown above.7 Therefore they are distinguished from
one another.

1 answer that

,

As was stated above, habits are distin-

guished specifically from one another according to the formal

difference of their objects.8 Now the object of the theological

virtues is God Himself, Who is the last end of all, as sur-

passing the knowledge of our reason. On the other hand, the

object of the intellectual and moral virtues is something

comprehensible to human reason. Therefore the theological

virtues are distinguished specifically from the moral and in*

tellectual virtues.

*De Mor. Eccl., I, 15 (PL 32, 1322).
7
Q. $8, a. 3.

8
Q. 54,

a. 2, ad 1.
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Reply Obj. 1. The intellectual and moral virtues perfect
man’s intellect and appetite according to the power of human
nature; the theological virtues, supernaturally.

Reply Obj. 2. The wisdom which the Philosopher reckons
as an intellectual virtue considers divine things so far as they
are open to the investigation of human reason.9 Theological
virtue, on the other hand, is about these same things so far as
they surpass human reason.

Reply Obj. 3. Though charity is love, yet love is not al-

ways charity. When, then, it is stated that every virtue is the
order of love

,
this can be understood either of love in the

general sense, or of the love of charity. If it be understood of

love commonly so called, then each virtue is stated to be the

order of love in so far as each cardinal virtue requires an
ordered affection. Now love is the root and cause of every af-

fection, as was stated above.10 If, however, it be understood
of the love of charity, it does not mean that every other vir-

tue is charity essentially, but that all other virtues depend on
charity in some way, as we shall show further on 11

Third Article

WHETHER FAITH, HOPE AND CHARITY ARE FITTINGLY
RECKONED AS THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that faith, hope and charity are

not fittingly reckoned as three theological virtues For the

theological virtues are in relation to divine happiness just as

the inclination of nature is in relation to the connatural end,

Now among the virtues directed to the connatural end there

is but one natural virtue, viz., the understanding of principles

Therefore there should be but one theological virtue.

Obj . 2. Further, the theological virtues are more perfect

than the intellectual and moral virtues. Now faith is not

reckoned among the intellectual virtues, but is something less

than a virtue, since it is imperfect knowledge. Likewise, hope

is not reckoned among the moral virtues, but is something

less than a virtue, since it is a passion. Much less therefore

should they be reckoned as theological virtues.

Obj . 3. Further, the theological virtues direct man’s soul to

*Eth., VI, 3 (1139b 17)-
10
Q- 27, a. 4J Q* 28, a. 6, ad 2; q. 41,

a. 2, ad 1.
n Q. 65, a. 2 and 4; II-II, q. 23, a. 7.
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God. Now man’s soul cannot be directed to God save through

the intellectual part, in which are intellect and will. Therefore

there should be only two theological virtues, one perfecting

the intellect, the other, the will.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (1 Cor. xiii. 13): Now
there remain faith, hope, charity, these three.

I answer that, As was stated above, the theological virtues

direct man to supernatural happiness in the same way as by
the natural inclination man is directed to his connatural end.

Now the latter direction happens in two respects. First, ac-

cording to the reason or intellect, in so far as it contains the

first universal principles which are known to us through the

natural light of the intellect, and which are reason’s starting-

point, both in speculative and in practical matters. Secondly*

through the rectitude of the will tending naturally to the good
as defined by reason.

But these two fall short of the order of supernatural hap-
piness, according to 1 Cor . ii. 9 : The eye hath not seen, nor

ear heard, neither hath it entered into the heart of man, what
things God hath prepared for them that love Etm. Conse-

quently, in relation to both intellect and will, man needed to

receive in addition something supernatural tq direct him to a
supernatural end. First, as regards the intellect, man receives

certain supernatural principles, which are held by means of

a divine light; and these are the things which are to be be-

lieved, about which is faith.—Secondly, the will is directed to

this end, both as to the movement of intention, which tends

to that end as something attainable,—this pertains to hope
—and as to a ceitain spiritual union, whereby the will is, in a
way, transformed into that end—and this belongs to charity .

For the appetite of a thing is naturally moved and tends

towards its connatural end and this movement is due to a
certain conformity of the thing with its end.

Reply Obj. 1. The intellect requires intelligible species

whereby to understand, and consequently there is need of a
natural habit in addition to the power. But the very nature of
the will suffices for it to be directed naturally to the end, both
as to the intention of the end and as to its conformity with
the end. But in relation to the things which are above nature,

the nature itself of the power is insufficient. Consequently
there was need for an additional supernatural habit in both
respects.
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Reply Obj. 2. Faith and hope imply a certain imperfection
since faith is of things unseen, and hope of things not pos-
sessed. Hence to have faith and hope in things that are sub-
ject to human power falls short of the nature of virtue. But
to have faith and hope in things which are above the ability

of human nature surpasses every virtue that is proportioned
to man, according to 1 Cor . i. 25: The weakness 0f God is

stronger than men.
Reply Obj. 3. Two things pertain to the appetite, viz.*

movement to the end, and conformity with the end by means
of love. Hence there must needs be two theological virtues in

the human appetite, namely, hope and charity.

Fourth Article

WHETHER FAITH PRECEDES HOPE, AND HOPE CHARITY?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the order of the theo

logical virtues is not that faith precedes hope, and hope char-

ity. For the root precedes that which grows from it. Now
charity is the root of all virtues, according to Ephes iii. 17:

Being rooted and founded in charity . Therefore charity prev

cedes the others.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: A man cannot love what
he does not believe to exist. But if he believes and loves

,
by

doing good works he ends in hoping

P

Therefore it seems

that faith precedes charity, and charity hope.

Obj. 3. Further, love is the principle of all our affections,

as was stated above. Now hope is a kind of affection, since it

is a passion, as was stated above.13 Therefore charity, which

is love, precedes hope.

On the contrary
,
The Apostle enumerates them thus (

1

Cor. xiii. 13) : Now there remain faith
,
hope

,
charity

.

I answer that, There is a twofold order, namely, that of

generation, and that of perfection. According to the order of

generation, in which matter precedes form, and the imperfect

precedes the perfect, in one and the same subject faith pre-

cedes hope, and hope chanty, as to their acts
;
for the habits

are infused together. For the movement of the appetite can-

not tend to anything, either by hoping or loving, unless that

"
g De Doct. Christ.1 1

, 37 (PL 34, 33).
33
Q. 23* a. 4.
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thing be apprehended by the sense or by the intellect. Now it

is by faith that the intellect apprehends what it hopes for and

loves. Hence, in the order of generation, faith must precede

hope and charity. In like manner, a man loves a thing be-

cause he apprehends it as his good. Now from the very fact

that a man hopes to be able to obtain some good from some-

one, he looks on the man in whom he hopes as a good of his

own. Hence, for the very reason that a man bases his hopes in

someone, he proceeds to love him; so that in the order of

generation, hope precedes charity as regards their respective

acts.

But in the order of perfection, charity precedes faith and
hope, because both faith and hope are quickened by charity,

and receive from charity their full complement as virtues.

For thus charity is the mother and the root of all the virtues,

inasmuch as it is the form of them all, as we shall state

further on.14

This suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply Obj. 2 . Augustine is speaking of that hope by which

a man hopes to obtain beatitude through the merits which
he has already; and this belongs to hope quickened by, and
following, charity. But it is possible for a man, before having

charity, to hope through merits not already possessed, but
which he hopes to possess.

Reply Obj. 3. As was stated above in treating of the pas-

sions, hope has reference to two things.15 One is its principal

object, viz.* the good hoped for. With regard to this, love

always precedes hope, for a good is never hoped for unless it

be desired and loved.—Hope also regards the person from
whom a man hopes to be able to obtain some good. With re-

gard to this, hope precedes love at first, though afterwards

hope is increased by love. Because, from the fact that a man
thinks that he can obtain a good through someone, he begins

to love him; and from the fact that he loves him, he then
hopes all the more in him.

U S. T.} II-II* q. 23, a. 8. 4°» a. 7.



Question LXIH

THE CAUSE OF THE VIRTUES

{In Four Articles

)

We must now consider the cause of the virtues Under this

head there are four points of inquiry: (i) Whether virtue is

in us by nature? (2) Whether any virtue is caused in us by
habituation from our acts? (3) Whether any moral virtues

are in us by infusion? (4) Whether virtue acquired by habit-

uation is of the same species as infused virtue?

First Article

WHETHER VIRTUE IS IN US BY NATURE?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that virtue is in us by nature.

For Damascene says: Virtues are natural to us and are

equally in all of us .
1 And Anthony says in a sermon to the

monks * If the will contradicts nature
,
it is perverse, if it fol-

low nature, it is virtuous 2 Moreover, the Gloss on Matt . iv.

23 {Jesus went about, etc.) says: Be taught them natural

virtues
,
i e.

}
chastity, justice

,
humility

,
which man possesses

naturally?

Obj. 2. Further, the good of virtue is to be in accord with

reason, as was shown above.4 But that which is in accord with

reason is natural to man, since reason is man’s nature. There-

fore virtue is in man by nature.

Obj . 3. Further, that which is in us from birth is said to be
natural to us. Now virtues are in some from birth, for it is

written {Job xxxi. 18): From my infancy mercy grew up
with me, and it came out with me from my mother’s womb f

Therefore virtue is in man by nature.

On the contrary, Whatever is in man by nature is common
to all men, and is not taken away by sin, since even in the

demons natural gifts remain, as Dionysius states. 5 But virtue

is not in all men, and is cast out by sin. Therefore it is not in

man by nature.

I answer that, With regard to corporeal forms, it has been
x De Fide Orth

,

III, 14 (PG 94, 1045).
3
Cf. St. Athanasius, Vita

S. Antonii trans. Evagnus (PG 26, 873). ® Glossa ordtn. (V. 17E),

tt. a. a. nH 2.
s De Div. Nnm.. TV. 22 (PG '72 <V
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maintained by some that they are wholly from within. It was
so held, for instance, by those who upheld the theory of latent

forms.® Others held that forms are entirely from the outside,

those, for instance, who thought that corporeal forms orig-

inated from some separate cause .
7 Others, however, esteemed

that they are partly from within, in so far as they pre-exist

potentially in matter, and partly from the outside, in so far

as they are reduced to act by an agent .
8

In like manner, with regard to the sciences and the virtues,

some held that they are wholly from within
,

9 so that all vir-

tues and sciences pre-exist in the soul naturally, but that the

hindrances to science and virtue, which befall the soul be-

cause of the burden of the body, are removed by study and
practice, even as iron is made bright by being polished. This

was the opinion of the Platonists. Others said that they are

wholly from the outside, being due to the action of the agent

intellect, as Avicenna maintained 10 Others, again, said that

the sciences and the virtues are in us by nature, so far as we
possess the ability to acquire them, but not in their perfec-

tion This is the teaching of the Philosopher
,

11 and is nearer

the truth.

To make this clear, it must be observed that there are two
ways in which something is said to be natural to a man. One
is according to his specific nature, the other according to his

individual nature. And, since each thing derives its species

from its form, and its individuation from matter; further-

more, since the form of man is the rational soul, while the

matter is the body, hence it is that whatever belongs to man
according to the rational soul is natural to him according to

his specific nature, while whatever belongs to him according

to the particular temperament of his body is natural to him
according to his individual nature. For whatever is natural to

man because of his body, considered as part of his species, in

a way is to be referred to the soul, in so far as this particular

body is proportioned to this particular soul.

In both these ways virtue is natural to man inchoately. It

is natural to man according to the specific nature, in so far

as in man’s reason there are to be found naturally present
certain naturally known principles of both knowledge and

0
Cf. S. T,, I, q. 45, a. 8.

7
Cf. ibid .

8
Cf. ibid,

0
Cf. S. T

I, q. 84, a. 3> obj. 3. ^De An,, V, 5 (25 rb>* H, r

(1103a 25).
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action, which are the seeds of intellectual and moral virtues,

and in so far as there is in the will a natural appetite for the
good which is in accord with reason Again, it is natural to

man according to the individual nature, in so far as, by-

reason of a disposition in the body, some are disposed either

well or ill to certain virtues. This happens according as cer-

tain sensitive powers are acts of certain parts of the body,
whose disposition helps or hinders these powers in the exer-

cise of their acts, and, in consequence, the rational powers
also, which such sensitive powers assist. In this way, one
man has a natural aptitude for science, another for fortitude,

another for temperance. This is the manner in which both the

intellectual and the moral virtues are in us naturally, namely,
according to an inchoateness which consists in our ability to

acquire them. But their completion is not present naturally,

since nature is determined to one course of action, while the

completion of these virtues does not depend on one particu-

lar mode of action; rather does the completion vary accord-

ing to the various matters which constitute the sphere of

action of the virtues, and according to the variety of circum-

stances.

It is therefore evident that all virtues are in us by nature

aptitudinally and inchoately, but not according to perfection,

except the theological virtues, which are entirely from the

outside.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objections. For the first

two argue about the seeds of virtue which are in us by nature,

inasmuch as we are rational beings.—The third objection

must be taken in the sense that, owing to the natural dispo-

sition which the body has from birth, one has an aptitude for

pity, another for living temperately, another for some other

virtue.

Second Article

WHETHER ANY VIRTUE IS CAUSED IN US BY HABITUATION

FROM OUR ACTS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that virtues cannot be caused

in us by habituation from our acts. For the Gloss of Augus-

tine, commenting on Rom. xiv. 23 (All that is not of faith ts

sin) says: The whole life of an unbeliever is a sin< and there
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is no good without the highest good. Where knowledge of the

truth is lacking, virtue is a mockery even in the most excel-

lent behavior

A

2 Now faith cannot be acquired by means of

works, but is caused in us by God, according to Ephes. ii. 8:

By grace you are saved through faith. Therefore no virtue

can be acquired by us through habituation from our acts

Obj. 2. Further, sin and virtue are contraries, so that they

are incompatible. Now man cannot avoid sin except by the

grace of God, according to BPTy. viiL 21: I knew that I could

not -otherwise be continent, except God gave it. Therefore

neither can any virtues be caused in us by habituation from

our acts, but only by the gift of God.

Obf. 3. Further, actions which are without virtue lack the

perfection of virtue. But an effect cannot be more perfect

than its cause. Therefore a virtue cannot be caused by actions

that precede it.

On the contrary

,

Dionysius says that good is more effica-

cious than evil.
13 But vicious habits aie caused by evil acts.

Much more, therefore, can virtuous habits be caused by good
acts.

I answer that

,

We have spoken already in a general way
about the generation of habits from acts.14 Speaking now in

a special way of this matter in relation to virtue, we must
take note that, as was stated above, man’s virtue perfects him
in relation to good.15 But since the notion of good consists in

mode, species and order, as Augustine states,16 or m number,
weight and measure, according to Wis. xi. 21, man’s good
must needs be appraised with respect to some rule Now this

rule is twofold, as was stated above, viz
,
human reason and

divine law.17 And since divine law is the higher rule, it ex-

tends to more things, so that whatever is ruled by human
reason is ruled by the divine law too; but the converse does
not hold.

It follows that human virtue, directed to the good which is

defined according to the rule of human reason, can be caused
by human acts

;
for such acts proceed from reason, by whose

power and rule the good in question is established. On the

other hand, virtue which directs man to good as defined by
the divine law, and not by human reason, cannot be caused
^ Glossa ordin

.

(VI, 30B). 13 De Div. Norn, IV, 20; 32 (PG 3,

7 x 7 ; 732).
14
Q. si, a 2 and 3.

35 Q 55, a. 3 and 4.
10 De Nat.

Boni, III (PL 42, 553).
17
Q. 19, a. 3 and 4.
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by human acts, whose principle is reason, but is produced in

us by the divine operation alone Hence Augustine, in giving

the definition of this virtue, inserts the words, which God
works in us without us .

18 It is also of this virtue that the
First Objection holds good.

Reply Obj. 2. Mortal sin is incompatible with divinely in-

fused virtue, especially if this virtue be considered in its per-

fect nature. But actual sin, even mortal, is compatible with

humanly acquired virtue, because the use of a habit in us is

subject to our will, as was stated above,19 and one sinful act

does not destroy a habit of acquired viitue, since it is not an

act but a habit that is directly contrary to a habit. Therefore,

though man cannot avoid mortal sin without grace, so as

never to sin mortally, yet he is not hindered from acquiring a

habit of virtue, whereby he may abstain from evil in the ma-
jority of cases, and chiefly in matters most opposed to reason.

—There are also certain mortal sins which man can in no way
avoid without grace, those, namely, which are directly op-
posed to the theological virtues, which are in us through the

gift of grace. This, however, will be more fully explained

later.20

Reply Obj . 3. As was stated above, certain seeds or princi-

ples of the acquired virtues pre-exist in us by nature.21 These

principles are more excellent than the virtues acquired

through their power. Thus, the understanding of speculative

principles is more excellent than the science of conclusions,

and the natural rectitude of the reason is more excellent than

the rectification of the appetite which takes place through

participation in the reason. This rectification belongs to

moral virtue. Accordingly, human acts, in so far as they pro-

ceed from higher principles, can cause acquired human vir-

tues.

* Third Article

WHETHER ANY MORAL VIRTUES ARE IN US BY INFUSION?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that no virtues besides the theo-

logical virtues are infused in us by God. For God does not

18 Cf above, q 55, a. 4, obj. 1. “Q. 49> a. 3.
20 Q 109, a. 4

ffl A 1; q. 51, a 1.
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do by Himself, save perhaps sometimes miraculously, those

things that can be done by second causes, because, as

Dionysius says, it is God’s rule to bring about extremes

through the mean?2 Now intellectual and moral virtues can

be caused in us by our acts, as was stated above. Therefore

it is not fitting that they should be caused in us by infusion.

Obj. 2. Further, much less superfluity is found in God’s

works than in the works of nature. But the theological virtues

suffice to direct us to the supernatural good. Therefore there

are no other supernatural virtues requiring to be caused in us

by God.
Obj. 3. Further, nature does not employ two means where

one suffices. Much less does God. But God sowed the seeds of

virtue in our souls, according to the Gloss on Heb . i. 6 23

Therefore it is unfitting for Him to cause in us other virtues

by means of infusion

On the contrary
,
It is written (Wis. viii. 7) : She teacheth

temperance and prudence and justice and fortitude.

1 answer that
}
Effects must needs be proportioned to their

causes and principles. Now all virtues, intellectual and moral,

that are acquired by our actions, arise from certain natural

principles pre-existing in us, as was stated above.24 In the

place of these natural principles, God bestows on us the theo-

logical virtues, by which we are directed to a supernatural

end, as was stated above.25 Therefore we need to receive from
God other habits annexed proportionately to the theological

virtues, which are to the theological virtues what the moral
and intellectual virtues are to the natural principles of the

virtues.

Reply Obj . 1. Some moral and intellectual virtues can be
caused in us by our actions, but they are not proportioned to

the theological virtues Therefore it was necessary for us to

receive, from God immediately, others that are proportioned

to those virtues. ,

Reply Obj. 2. The theological virtues direct us sufficiently

to our supernatural end in an inchoate way, that is, in so far

as it is to God Himself immediately. But the soul needs fur-

ther to be perfected by infused virtues in regard to other

things, yet in relation to God.
Reply Obj. 3. The power of those naturally instilled prin-
22De Cael Rier., IV, 3 (PG 3, 181).

22
Glossa ordin . (VI, 79E),

U A. ij q. 51, a 1
20 Q 62, a. 1.
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ciples does not extend beyond the capability of nature. Con-
sequently man needs in addition to be perfected by other

principles in relation to his supernatural end.

Fourth Article

WHETHER VIRTUE ACQUIRED BY HABITUATION FROM OUR
ACTS BELONGS TO THE SAME SPECIES AS INFUSED VIRTUE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that the infused virtues do not

differ in species from the acquired virtues. For acquired and

infused virtues, according to what has been said, do not seem
to differ save in relation to the last end. Now human habits

and acts are specified, not by their last end, but by their

proximate end Therefore the infused moral or intellectual

virtues do not differ specifically from the acquired virtues.

Obj . 2. Further, habits are known by their acts. But the

act of infused and acquired temperance is the same, viz., to

moderate desires of touch. Therefore they do not differ in

species.

Obj . 3. Further, acquired and infused virtue differ as that

which is wrought by God immediately, and that which is

wrought by a creature. But the man whom God made is of

the same species as a man begotten naturally; and the eye

which He gave to the man born blind, as one produced by the

power of generation. Therefore it seems that acquired and
infused virtue belong to the same species.

On the contrary
,
Any change introduced into the difference

expressed in a definition involves a difference of species. But
the definition of infused virtue contains the words, which
God works in us without us, as was stated above.26 Therefore

acquired virtue, to which these words cannot apply, is not of

the same species as infused virtue.

I answer that

,

There is a twofold specific difference among
habits. The first, as was stated above, is taken from the spe-

cial and formal aspects of their objects.27 Now the object of

every virtue is a good considered as in that virtue’s proper

matter. Thus, the object of temperance is a good in relation

to the pleasures connected with the concupiscence of touch.

The formal aspect of this object is from reason, which fixes

38 A. 2
; q. 55 ,

a 4
27 Q 54, a 2; q. 56, a. 2 ; q. 60, a. I,
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the mean in these concupiscences
;
while the material element

is something on the part of the concupiscences. Now it is evi-

dent that the mean that is appointed, in such concupiscences,

according to the rule of human reason is of a different nature

than the mean which is fixed according to the divine rule. For

instance, in the consumption of food, the mean fixed by hu-

man reason is that food should not harm the health of the

body, nor hinder the use of reason; whereas, according to the

divine rule, it behooves man to chastise his body, and bring

it into subjection ( 1 Cor . ix. 2 7) ,
by abstinence in food, drink

and the like. It is therefore evident that infused and acquired

temperance differ in species; and the same applies to the

other virtues.

The other specific difference among habits is taken from
the things to which they are directed. For the health of a man
and a horse is not of the same species, because of the diverse

natures to which the health of the man and the health of the

horse are directed. In the same sense, the Philosopher says

that citizens have diverse virtues according as they are well

directed to diverse forms of government.28 In the same way,
too, those infused moral virtues, by which men behave well

in relation to their being fellow-citizens with the saints, and

of the household of God (Ephes . ii. 19), differ from the ac-

quired virtues by which man behaves well in relation to hu-

man affairs.

Reply 06/. 1. Infused and acquired virtue differ not only

in relation to the ultimate end, but also in relation to their

proper objects, as has been said.

Reply Obj. 2. Both acquired and infused temperance mod-
erate desires for pleasures of touch, but for different reasons,

as was stated, and therefore their respective acts are not

identical.

Reply Obf. 3. God gave the man born blind an eye for the

same act as the act for which other eyes are formed naturally,

and consequently it was of the same species It would be the

same if God wished to give a man miraculously virtues such
as those that are acquired by acts. But the case is not so in

the question before us, as has been said.

spoilt., in, 2 (1276b 31).



Question LXIV

ON THE MEAN OF VIRTUE

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the properties of virtues We must
consider ( i ) the mean of virtue

; (2) the connection among
the virtues, 1

(3) the equality of the virtues, 2
(4) the dura-

tion of the virtues 3 Under the first head there are four points

of inquiry* ( 1) Whether the moral virtues consist in a mean?
(2) Whether the mean of moral virtue is a real mean or a

mean of reason? (3) Whether the intellectual virtues consist

in a mean? (4) Whether the theological virtues do?

First Article

WHETHER THE MORAL VIRTUES CONSIST IN A MEAN?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtue does not con-

sist in a mean For the nature of a mean is incompatible with

that which is extreme Now the nature of virtue is to be some-
thing extreme, for it is stated in De Caelo i. that virtue is the

peak of powerA Therefore moral virtue does not consist in a

mean.
Obj . 2. Further, the maximum is not a mean. Now some

moral virtues tend to a maximum* for instance, magnanimity
to very great honors, and magnificence to very large expendi-

tures, as is stated in Ethics iv.
5 Therefore not every moral

virtue consists in a mean.
Obj. 3. Further, if it is essential to a moral virtue to con-

sist in a mean, it follows that a moral virtue is not perfected,

but on the contrary corrupted, through tending to something

extreme. Now some moral virtues are perfected by tending to

something extreme. Thus virginity, which abstains from all

sexual pleasure, observes the extreme, and is the most perfect

chastity. In the same way, to give all to the poor is the most

perfect mercy or liberality. Therefore it seems that it is not

essential to moral virtue that it should consist in a mean.

*Q 65.
a
Q 66

3 Q 67 * Aristotle, De Caelo, I, 11 (281a

ix
;
a 18) —Cf St Thomas, In De Caelo, I, lect. 25.

5
Aristotle,

Eth., IV, 2 (1122a 18), 3 (1123a 34).

60S
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On the contrary, The Philosopher says that moral virtue is

an elective habit consisting in the mean .

6

I answer that, As has already been explained, the nature of

virtue is that it should direct man to good 7 Now moral virtue

is properly a perfection of the appetitive part of the soul in

regard to some determinate mattei
,
and the measure and rule

of the appetitive movement in relation to appetible objects

is the reason. But the good of that which is measured or ruled

consists in its conformity with its rule; and, thus, the good of

things made by art is that they follow the rule of art Con-

sequently, in things of this sort, evil consists in discordance

from their rule or measure. Now this may happen either by
their exceeding the measure or by their falling short of it

;
as

we may clearly observe in all things ruled or measured.

Hence it is evident that the good of moral virtue consists in

conformity with the rule of reason. Now it is clear that be-

tween excess and deficiency the mean is equality or conform-

ity. Therefore it is evident that moral virtue consists in a
mean.
Reply Obj 1. Moral virtue derives its goodness from the

rule of reason, while its matter consists in passions or oper-

ations. If, therefore, we compare moral virtue to reason, then,

if we look at that which it has of reason, it holds the position

of one extreme, viz
,
conformity

,
while excess and defect take

the position of the other extreme, viz
,
deformity. But if we

consider moral virtue in respect of its matter, then it has the

nature of a mean,,in so far as it makes the passion conform
to the rule of reason. Hence the Philosopher says that virtue,

as to its essence, is a mean, in so far as the rule of virtue is

imposed on its proper matter; but it is an extreme in ref-

erence to the “best” and “the excellent,” viz., as to its con-

formity with reason .
8

Reply Obj . 2. In actions and passions, the mean and the

extremes depend on various circumstances. Hence nothing
hinders something from being extreme in a particular virtue

according to one circumstance, while the same thing is a
mean according to other circumstances, through its conform-
ity with reason. This is the case with magnanimity and mag-
nificence. For if we look at the absolute quantity of the re-

spective objects of these virtues, we shall call it an extreme

Op cit

,

II. 6 (1106b 36).
7
Q. 35, a 3.

8
Eth., II, 6 (1107a 7).
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and a maximum
;
but if we consider the quantity in relation

to other circumstances, then it has the character of a mean,
since these virtues tend to this maximum in accordance with
the rule of reason, i e

, where it is right, when it is right, and
for an end that is right. There will be excess, if one tends to

this maximum when it is not right, or where it is not right,

or for an undue end\ and there will be deficiency if one fails

to tend thereto where one ought, and when one ought. This
agrees with the saying of the Philosopher that the magnani-
mous man observes the extreme in quantity

,
but the mean in

the right mode oj his action .
9

Reply Obj 3. The same is to be said of virginity and
poverty as of magnanimity. For virginity abstains from all

sexual matters, and poverty from all wealth, for a right end,

and in a right manner, i.e , accoiding to God’s command-
ment, and for the sake of eternal life. But if this be done in an
undue manner, i e

,
out of unlawful superstition, or again for

vainglory, it will be in excess. And if it be not done when it

ought to be done, or as it ought to be done, it is a vice by
deficiency

;
as for instance, in those who break their vows of

virginity or poverty.

Second Article

WHETHER THE MEAN OF MORAL VIRTUE IS A REAL MEAN
OR A MEAN OF REASON?

We proceed thus to the Second Article —
Objection 1. It would seem that the mean of moral virtue

is not the mean of reason, but a real mean. For the good of

moral virtue consists in a mean. Now good, as is stated in

Metaph. vi, is in things themselves.10 Therefore the mean 0i

moral virtue is a real mean. „

Obj, 2. Further, the reason is a power of apprehension. But
moral virtue does not observe a mean between apprehen-

sions, but rather a mean between operations and passions.

Therefore the mean of moral virtue is not the mean of reason,

but a real mean.

Obj, 3. Further, a mean that is observed according to

arithmetical or geometrical proportion is a real mean. Now

cit,y IV, 3 (1123b 13).

26).

10
Aristotle, Metaph ., VI, 4 (1027b
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such is the mean of justice, as is stated in Ethics v 11 There-

fore the mean of moral virtue is not the mean of reason, but

a real mean.
On the contrary

,

The Philosopher says that moral virtue

observes the mean in relation to us, that is set by reason .
12

I answer that

,

The mean of reason can be understood in

two ways. First, according as the mean is found in the act it-

self of reason, as though the very act of reason were reduced

to a mean. In this sense, since moral virtue perfects, not the

act of reason, but the act of the appetitive power, the mean
of moral virtue is not the mean of reason Secondly, the mean
of reason may be considered as that which the reason estab-

lishes in some particular matter. In this sense, every mean of

moral virtue is a mean of reason; for, as was stated above,

moral virtue is said to consist in a mean through conformity

with right reason.

But it happens sometimes that the mean of reason is also

a real mean, and in that case the mean of moral virtue is the

real mean (for instance, in justice). On the other hand, some-

times the mean of reason is not the real mean, but is estab-

lished in relation to us. Such is the mean in all the other

moral virtues. The reason for this is that justice is about
operations, which deal with external things, wherein the right

has to be established absolutely and in itself, as was stated

above .
13 Hence the mean of reason in justice is the same as

the real mean, in so far, namely, as justice gives to each one
his due, neither more nor less. But the other moral virtues

deal with interior passions, wherein the right cannot be estab-

lished in the same way, since men vary in their relations to

their passions. Hence the rectitude of reason has to be estab-

lished in the passions with reference to us, who are influenced

through the passions.

This suffices for the Replies to the Objections. For the first

two arguments take the mean of reason as being in the very
act of reason, while the third argues from the mean of justice,

31
Aristotle, Eth., V, 4 (n??a 2); 3 (1131b 13); II, 6 (iTo6a 28)

v
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Question XC

ON THE ESSENCE OF LAW

{In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the extrinsic principles of acts.

Now the extrinsic principle inclining to evil is the devil, of

whose temptations we have spoken in the First Part.1 But the
extrinsic principle moving to good is God, Who both instructs

us by means of His Law, and assists us by His Grace. There-
fore, in the first place, we must speak of law; in the second

place, of grace.2

Concerning law, we must consider (i) law itself in gen-

eral, (2) its parts.3 Concerning law in general three points

offer themselves for our consideration: (1) its essence; (2)
the different kinds of law; 4

(3) the effects of law 5

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry* (1)
Whether law is something pertaining to reason? (2) Con-
cerning the end of law. (3) Its cause. (4) The promulgation
of law.

First Article

WHETHER LAW IS SOMETHING PERTAINING TO REASON?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that law is not something per-

taining to reason. For the Apostle says {Rom. vii. 23) : / see

another law in my members
, etc. But nothing pertaining to

reason is in the members, since the reason does not make use

of a bodily organ. Therefore law is not something pertaining

to reason.

Obj. 2. Further, in the reason there is nothing else but

l
S. T 3 1, q. 1x4.

a Q 109
3
Q. 93. 'Q. 9i- *Q. 92.
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power, habit and act. But law is not the power itself of rea-

son. In like manner, neither is it a habit of reason, because

the habits of reason are the intellectual virtues, of which we
have spoken above.6 Nor again is it an act of reason, because

then law would cease when the act of reason ceases, for in-

stance, while we are asleep. Therefore law is nothing pertain-

ing to reason.

Ob). 3. Further, the law moves those who are subject to it

to act rightly. But it belongs properly to the will to move to

act, as is evident from what has been said above 7 Therefore

law pertains, not to the reason, but to the will, according to

the words of the Jurist: 8 Whatsoever pleaseth the sovereign

has the force of law .

On the contrary
,
It belongs to the law to command and to

forbid. But it belongs to reason to command, as was stated

above.9 Therefore law is something pertaining to reason.

I answer that
,
Law is a rule and measure of acts, whereby

man is induced to act or is restrained from acting; for lex

[law] is derived from ligare [to bind], because it binds one
to act. Now the rule and measure of human acts is the reason,

which is the first principle of human acts, as is evident from
what has been stated above.10 For it belongs to the reason

to direct to the end, which is the first principle in all matters
of action, according to the Philosopher.11 Now that which is

the principle in any genus is the rule and measure of that

genus: for instance, unity in the genus of numbers, and the

first movement in the genus of movements. Consequently, it

follows that law is something pertaining to reason.

Reply Ob). 1. Since law is a kind of rule and measure, it

may be in something in two ways. First, as in that which
measures and rules; and since this is proper to reason, it fol-

lows that, in this way, law is in the reason alone.—Secondly,
as in that which is measured and ruled. In this way, law is in

all those things that are inclined to something because of

some law; so that any inclination arising from a law may be
called a law, not essentially, but by participation as it were.
And thus the inclination of the members to concupiscence is

called the law of the Members .
12

Reply Ob). 2. Just as, in external acts, we may consider the
eQ 57 *

7
Q. 9 > a 1

8 Dig, I, XV, 1 (I, 35a)
S
Q. 17, a. 1.
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Eth ., VII, 8 (1151a 16).
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work and the work done, for instance, the work of building

and the house built, so in the acts of reason, we may consider

the act itself of reason, i.e. } to understand and to reason, and

something produced by this act. With regard to the specula-

tive reason, this is first of all the definition; secondly, the

proposition; thirdly, the syllogism or argument. And since

the practical reason also makes use of the syllogism in oper-

able matters, as we have stated above13 and as the Philoso-

pher teaches,14 hence we find in the practical reason some-

thing that holds the same position in regard to operations as,

in the speculative reason, the proposition holds in regard to

conclusions. Such universal propositions of the practical rea-

son that are directed to operations have the nature of law*

And these propositions are sometimes under our actual con-

sideration, while sometimes they are retained in the reason

by means of a habit.

Reply Obj. 3. Reason has its power of moving from the

will, as was stated above, 15 for it is due to the fact that one

wills the end, that the reason issues its commands as regards

things ordained to the end But in order that the volition of

what is commanded may have the nature of law, it needs to

be in accord with some rule of reason. And in this sense is to

be understood the saying that the will of the sovereign has

the force of law; or otherwise the sovereign’s will would savor

of lawlessness rather than of law.

Second Article

WHETHER LAW IS ALWAYS DIRECTED TO THE
COMMON GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that law is not always directed

to the common good as to its end. For it belongs to law to

command and to forbid. But commands are directed to cer-

tain individual goods. Therefore the end of law is not always

the common good,

Ob). 2. Further, law directs man in his actions. But bu*

man actions are concerned with particular matters. There-

fore law is directed to some particular good.

M Q. 13, a. 3; q 7&> a. Vi q. 77 ,
a. 2, ad 4,

24). ®Q, 17, a. 1.

u Eth., VII, 3 (II478
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Obj. 3. Further, Isidore says: If law is based on reason

,

whatever is based on reason will be a law ,

16 But reason is the

foundation not only of what is ordained to the common good,

but also of that which is directed to private good. Therefore

law is not directed only to the good of all, but also to the

private good of an individual.

On the contrary, Isidore says that laws are enacted for no

private profit, but for the common benefit of the citizens .
17

I answer that, As we have stated above, law belongs to that

which is a princiole of human acts, because it is their rule and

measure. Now as reason is a principle of human acts, so in

reason itself there is something which is the principle in re-

spect of all the rest. Hence to this principle chiefly and
mainly law must needs be referred. Now the first principle in

practical matters, which are the object of the practical reason,

is the last end: and the last end of human life is happiness or

beatitude, as we have stated above.18 Consequently, law must
needs concern itself mainly with the order that is in beati-

tude Moreover, since every part is ordained to the whole as

the imperfect to the perfect, and since one man is a part of

the perfect community, law must needs concern itself properly

with the order directed to universal happiness. Therefore the

Philosopher, in the above definition of legal matters, men-
tions both happiness and the body politic, since he says that

we call those legal matters fust which are adapted to produce

and preserve happiness and its parts for the body politic

.

19

For the state is a perfect community, as he says in Poli-

tics i.
20

Now, in every genus, that which belongs to it chiefly is the

principle of the others, and the others belong to that genus
according to some order towards that thing. Thus fire, which
is chief among hot things, is the cause of heat in mixed
bodies, and these are said to be hot in so far as they have a
share of fire. Consequently, since law is chiefly ordained to

the common good, any other precept in regard to some in-

dividual work must needs be devoid of the nature of a law,

save in so far as it regards the common good. Therefore every
law is ordained to the common good.

Reply Obj. 1. A command denotes the application of a
10 Etymol

,

H, 10; V, 3 (PL 82, 130, 199).
17
Op. cit

,

V, 21 (PL
Ba, 203).
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law to matters regulated by law. Now the order to the com
mon good, at which law aims, is applicable to particular ends,

And in this way commands are given even concerning pan
ticular matters.

Reply Ob). 2. Actions are indeed concerned with particular

matters, but those particular matters are referable to the

common good, not as to a common genus or species, but as to

a common final cause, according as the common good is said

to be the common end.

Reply Ob). 3. Just as nothing stands firm with regard to

the speculative reason except that which is traced back to the

first indemonstrable principles, so nothing stands firm with
regard to the practical reason, unless it be directed to the last

end which is the common good. Now whatever stands to rea-

son in this sense has the nature of a law.

Third Article

WHETHER THE REASON OF ANY MAN IS COMPETENT
TO MAKE LAWS?

We proceed thus to the Thhd Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the reason of any man is

competent to make laws. For the Apostle says (Rom. ii. 14)
that when the Gentiles, who have not the law, do by nature

those things that are of the law, . . . they are a law to them-

selves. Now he says this of all in general. Therefore anyone
can make a law for himself.

Ob). 2. Further, as the Philosopher says, the intention of

the lawgiver is to lead men to virtue?1 But every man can

lead another to virtue. Therefore the reason of any man is

competent to make laws.

Obj. 3. Further, just as the sovereign of a state governs the

state, so every father of a family governs his household. But
the sovereign of a state can make laws for the state. There-

fore every father of a family can make laws for his household.

On the contrary, Isidore says, and the Decretals repeat:

A law is an ordinance of the people, whereby something is

sanctioned by the Elders together with the Commonalty?2

Therefore not everyone can make laws.

21
Eth., II, 1 (1103b 3).

22 Etymol., V, xo (PL 82, 200) ,
Gratian,

Decretum

,

I, ii, 1 (I, 3).
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I answer that, A law, properly speaking, regards first and
foremost the order to the common good Now to order any-

thing to the common good belongs either to the whole peo-

ple, or to someone who is the vicegerent of the whole people t

Hence the making of a law belongs either to the whole peo-

ple or to a public personage who has care of the whole people

,

for in all other matters the directing of anything to the end

concerns him to whom the end belongs

Reply Obj. 1. As was stated above, a law is m a person not

only as in one that rules, but also, by participation, as in one

that is ruled. In the latter way, each one is a law to himself,

in so far as he shares the direction that he receives from one

who rules him. Hence the same text goes on: Who show the

work of the law written m their hearts (Rom . ii. 15)

.

Reply Ob], 2. A private person cannot lead another to vir-

tue efficaciously; for he can only advise, and if his advice be
not taken, it has no coercive power, such as the law should

have, in order to prove an efficacious inducement to virtue, as

the Philosopher says 23 But this coercive power is vested in

the whole people or in some public personage, to whom it

belongs to inflict penalties, as we shall state further on.24

Therefore the framing of laws belongs to him alone.

Reply Obj, 3. As one man is a part of the household, so a
household is a part of the state; and the state is a perfect

community, according to Politics i.
26 Therefore, just as the

good of one man is not the last end, but is ordained to the
common good, so too the good of one household is ordained
to the good of a single state, which is a perfect community.
Consequently, he that governs a family can indeed make cer-

tain commands or ordinances, but not such as to have prop-
erly the nature of law.

Fourth Article

WHETHER PROMULGATION IS ESSENTIAL TO LAW?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that promulgation is not essen-

tial to law. For the natural law, above all, has the character

of law. But the natural law needs no promulgation. Therefore
it is not essential to law that it be promulgated.

**Pth.} X, 9 {1180a 20).
u
Q. 92, a. 2, ad 3; H-II, q. 64, a. 3.

® Aristotle, polity I, 1 (1252a 5).
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Obj . 2 Further, it belongs properly to law to bind one to

do or not to do something. But the obligation of fulfilling a

law touches not only those in whose presence it is promul-
gated, but also others. Therefore promulgation is not essen-

tial to law.

Obj 3 Further, the binding force of law extends even to

the future, since laws are binding m matters of the future

,

as

the jurists say.26 But promulgation concerns those who are

present Therefore it is not essential to law
On the contrary

,

It is laid down in the Decretals that laws
are established when they are promulgated 27

I answer that

,

As was stated above, a law is imposed on
others as a rule and measure Now a rule or measure is im-
posed by being applied to those who are to be ruled and
measured by it. Therefore, in order that a law obtain the

binding force which is proper to a law, it must needs be ap-

plied to the men who have to be ruled by it. But such applica-

tion is made by its being made known to them by promulga-
tion. Therefore promulgation is necessary for law to obtain

its force.

Thus, from the four preceding articles, the definition of

law may be gathered. Law is nothing else than an ordinance

of reason for the common good, promulgated by him who hai

,

the care of the community.
Reply Ob], x. The natural law is promulgated by the very

fact that God instilled it into man’s mind so as to be known
by him naturally.

Reply Obj. 2. Those who are not present when a law is

promulgated are bound to observe the law, in so far as it is

made known or can be made known to them by others, after

it has been promulgated.

Reply Obj
. 3. The promulgation that takes place in the

present extends to future time by reason of the durability of

written characters, by which means it is continually promul-

gated. Hence Isidore says that lex [law] is derived from
legere [to read] because it is written 28

150 Codex Justimanus

,

I, xiv, 7 (II, 68a) * Gratian, Decretum,

I, iv, 3 (I, 6).
28 Etymol
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Question XCI

ON THE VARIOUS KINDS OF LAW

{In Six Articles)

t

We must now consider the various kinds of law, under which
head there are six points of inquiry, (i) Whether there is an
eternal law? (2) Whether there is a natural law? (3)
Whether there is a human law? (4) Whether there is a divine

law? (5) Whether there is one divine law, or several? (6)
Whether there is a law of sin?

First Article

WHETHER THERE IS AN ETERNAL LAW?

We proceed thus to the First Article *

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that there is no eternal law. For
every law is imposed on someone. But there was not someone
from eternity on whom a law could be imposed, since God
alone was from eternity. Theiefore no law is eternal.

Obj . 2. Further, promulgation is essential to law. But
promulgation could not be from eternity, because there was
no one to whom it could be promulgated from eternity.

Therefore no law can be eternal.

Obj . 3. Further, law implies order to an end. But nothing

ordained to an end is eternal, for the last end alone is eternal.

Therefore no law is eternal.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says: That Law which is the

Supreme Reason cannot be understood to be otherwise than

unchangeable and eternal?-

1 answer that, As we have stated above, law is nothing else

but a dictate of practical reason emanating from the ruler

who governs a perfect community.2 Now it is evident,

granted that the world is ruled by divine providence, as was
stated in the First Part,3 that the whole community of the

universe is governed by the divine reason. Therefore the very
notion of the government of things in God, the ruler of the

x De Lib, Arb

,

I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
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universe, has the nature of a law. And since the divine rea

son’s conception of things is not subject to time, but h
eternal, according to Prov . viii. 23, therefore it is that this

kind of law must be called eternal.

Reply Ob). 1. Those things that do not exist in themselves
exist in God, inasmuch as they are known and preordained

by Him, accoidmg to Rom. iv. 17: Who calls those things

that are not
, as those that are

.

Accordingly, the eternal con-

cept of the divine law bears the character of an eternal law

in so far as it is ordained by God to the government of things

foreknown by Him.
Reply Obj. 2. Promulgation is made by word of mouth or

in writing, and in both ways the eternal law is promulgated,
because both the divine Word and the writing of the Book of

Life are eternal. But the promulgation cannot be from eter-

nity on the part of the creature that hears or reads.

Reply Obj. 3. Law implies order to the end actively,

namely, in so far as it directs certain things to the end; but
not passively,—that is to say, the law itself is not ordained
to the end, except accidentally, in a governor whose end is

extrinsic to him, and to which end his law must needs be or-

dained. But the end of the divine government is God Himself,

and His law is not something other than Himself. Therefore

the eternal law is not ordained to another end.

Second Article

WHETHER THERE IS IN US A NATURAL LAW?

We proceed thus to the Second Article •

—

Objection 1

.

It would seem that there is no natural law in
S
us. For man is governed sufficiently by the eternal law, since

Augustine says that the eternal law is that by which it is

right that all things should be most orderly .
4 But nature does

not abound in superfluities as neither does she fail in neces-

saries. Therefore man has no natural law.

Obj. 2. Further, by the law man is directed, in his acts, to

the end, as was stated above.5 But the directing of human
acts to their end is not a function of nature, as is the case in

irrational creatures, which act for an end solely by their nat-

*De Lib. Arb.j I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
5
Q. 90, a. 2.
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ural appetite; whereas man acts for an end by his reason and
will. Therefore man has no natural law.

Objr 3. Further, the more a man is free, the less is he under
the law. But man is freer than all the animals because of his

free choice, with which he is endowed in distinction from all

other animals. Since, therefore, other animals are not subject

to a natural law, neither is man subject to a natural law.

On the contrary

,

The Gloss on Rom. ii. 1/ (When the Gen-
tiles, who have not the law, do by nature those things that are

of the law) comments as follows: Although they have no
Written law, yet they have the natural law, whereby each one
knows

,
and is conscious of, what is good and what is evil

.

6

I answer that, As we have stated above,7 law, being a rule

and measure, can be in a person in two ways : in one way, as

in him that rules and measures; in another way, as in that

which is ruled and measured, since a thing is ruled and meas-
ured in so far as it partakes of the rule or measure Therefore,

since all things subject to divine providence are ruled and
measured by the eternal law, as was stated above, it is evi-

dent that all things partake in some way in the eternal law,

in so far as, namely, from its being imprinted on them, they

derive their respective inclinations to their proper acts and
ends Now among ah others, the rational creature is subject

to divine providence in a more excellent way, in so far as it

itself partakes of a share of providence, by being provident

both for itself and for others. Therefore it has a share of the

eternal reason, whereby it has a natural inclination to its

proper act and end; and this participation of the eternal law
in the rational creature is called the natural law. Hence the

Psalmist, after saying (Ps . iv. 6) : Offer up the sacrifice of
justice, as though someone asked what the works of justice

are, adds: Many say, Who showeth us good things

?

in an-

swer to which question he says: The light of Thy counte-

nance, O Lord, is signed upon us. He thus implies that the light

of natural reason, whereby we discern what is good and what
is evil, which is the function of the natural law, is nothing
else than an imprint on us of the divine light. It is therefore

evident that the natural law is nothing else than the rational

creature’s participation of the eternal law.

Reply Obj. 1. This argument would hold if the natural law
0
Glossa ordin. (VI, 7E)

; Peter Lombard, In Rom., super II, 14 (PL
191, 134S)'
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were something different from the eternal law; whereas it is

nothing but a participation thereof, as we have stated above*
Reply Obj. 2. Every act of reason and will in us is based

on that which is according to nature, as was stated above.8

For every act of reasoning is based on principles that are
known naturally, and every act of appetite in respect of the
means is derived from the natural appetite in respect of the
last end. Accordingly, the first direction of our acts to their

end must needs be through the natural law.

Reply Obj . 3. Even irrational animals partake in their

own way of the eternal reason, just as the rational creature

does. But because the rational creature partakes thereof in

an intellectual and rational manner, therefore the participa-

tion of the eternal law in the rational creature is properly

called a law, since a law is something pertaining to reason, as

was stated above.9 Irrational creatures, however, do not par-

take thereof in a rational manner, and therefore there is no
participation of the eternal law in them, except by way of

likeness.

Third Article

WHETHER THERE IS A HUMAN LAW?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a human law.

For the natural law is a participation of the eternal law, as

was stated above. Now through the eternal law all things are

most orderly, as Augustine states.
10 Therefore the natural

law suffices for the ordering of all human affairs. Conse-

quently there is no need for a human law.

Obj. 2. Further, law has the character of a measure, as was
stated above.11 But human reason is not a measure of things,

but vice versa
,
as is stated in Metaph . x.12 Therefore no law

can emanate from the human reason.

Obj . 3. Further, a measure should be most certain, as is

stated in Metaph x.
13 But the dictates of the human reason

in matters of conduct are uncertain, according to Wis. ix. 14:

The thoughts oj mortal men are fearful, and our counsels un-

certain. Therefore no law can emanate from the human rea-

son.

10, a, 1. °Q. 90, a. 1.
10 Be Lib , Arb., I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
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On the contrary
,
Augustine distinguishes two kinds of law,

the one eternal, the other temporal, which he calls human.14

1 answer that

,

As we have stated above, a law is a dictate

of the practical reason. 16 Now it is to be observed that the

same procedure takes place m the practical and in the specu-

lative reason, for each proceeds from principles to conclu-

sions, as was stated above.16 Accordingly, we conclude that,

just as in the speculative reason, from naturally known in-

demonstrable principles we draw the conclusions of the vari-

ous sciences, the knowledge of which is not imparted to us by
nature, but acquired by the efforts of reason, so too it is that

from the precepts of the natural law, as from common and in-

demonstrable principles, the human reason needs to proceed

to the more particular determination of certain matters.

These particular determinations, devised by human reason,

are called human laws, provided that the other essential con-

ditions of law be observed, as was stated above.17 Therefore
Tully says in his Rhetoric that justice has its source in na-

ture; thence certain things came into custom by reason of
their utility; afterwards these things which emanated from
nature; and were approved by custom

,
were sanctioned by

fear and reverence for the law.18

Reply Obj. x. The human reason cannot have a full par-

ticipation of the dictate of the divine reason, but according to

its own mode, and imperfectly. Consequently, just as on the

part of the speculative reason, by a natural participation of

divine wisdom, there is in us the knowledge of certain com-
mon principles, but not a proper knowledge of each single

truth, such as that contained in the divine wisdom, so, too, on
the part of the practical reason, man has a natural participa-

tion of the eternal law, according to certain common prin-

ciples, but not as regards the particular determinations of in-

dividual cases, which are, however, contained in the eternal

law. Hence the need for human reason to proceed further to

sanction them by law.

Reply Obj 2 . Human reason is not, of itself, the rule of

things. But the principles impressed on it by nature are the

general rules and measures of all things relating to human
conduct, of which the natural reason is the rule and measure,
although it is not the measure of things that are from nature.
w De Lib. Arb,} I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
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Reply Obj . 3. The practical reason is concerned with oper-
able matters, which are singular and contingent, but not with
necessary things, with which the speculative reason is con-
cerned. Therefore human, laws cannot have that inerrancy
that belongs to the demonstrated conclusions of the sciences.

Nor is it necessary for every measure to be altogether unerr-
ing and certain, but according as it is possible in its own par-
ticular genus.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THERE WAS ANY NEED FOR A DIVINE LAW?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :—«•

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no need for a
divine law. For, as was stated above, the natural law is a par-

ticipation in us of the eternal law. But the eternal law is the

divine law, as was stated above. Therefore there is no need
for a divine law in addition to the natural law and to human
laws derived therefrom.

Obj. 2. Further, it is written
(Ecclus . xv. 14) that God left

man tn the hand of his own counsel Now counsel is an act

of reason, as was stated above.19 Therefore man was left to

the direction of his reason. But a dictate of human reason is

a human law, as was stated above. Therefore there is no need

for man to be governed also by a divine law.

Obj. 3. Further, human nature is more self-sufficing than

irrational creatures. But irrational creatures have no divine

law besides the natural inclination impressed on them. Much
less, therefore, should the rational creature have a divine law

in addition to the natural law.

On the contrary
,
David prayed God to set His law before

him, saying (Ps . cxviii. 33)

:

Set before me for a law the way
of Thy justifications, O Lord.

I answer that
y
Besides the natural and the human law it

was necessary for the directing of human conduct to have a
divine law. And this for four reasons. First, because it is by
law that man is directed how to perform his proper acts in

view of his last end. Now if man were ordained to no other

end than that which is proportionate to his natural ability,

there would be no need for man to have any further direction.

30
Q. 14, a. 1.
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on the part of his reason, in addition to the natural law and
humanly devised law which is derived from it. But since man
is ordained to an end of eternal happiness which exceeds

man’s natural ability, as we have stated above,20 therefore it

was necessary that, in addition to the natural and the human
law, man should be directed to his end by a law given by
God,

Secondly, because, by reason of the uncertainty of human
judgment, especially on contingent and paiticular matters,

different people form different judgments on human acts;

whence also different and contrary laws result In order,

therefore, that man may know without any doubt what he
ought to do and what he ought to avoid, it was necessary for

man to be directed in his proper acts by a law given by God,
for it is certain that such a law cannot err.

Thirdly, because man can make laws in those matters of

which he is competent to judge. But man is not competent to

judge of interior movements, that are hidden, but only of ex-

terior acts which are observable
;
and yet for the perfection of

virtue it is necessary for man to conduct himself rightly in

both kinds of acts. Consequently, human law could not suf-

ficiently curb and direct interior acts, and it was necessary

for this purpose that a divine law should supervene.

Fourthly, because, as Augustine says,21 human law cannot
punish or forbid all evil deeds, since, while aiming at doing
away with all evils, it would do away with many good things,

and would hinder the advance of the common good, which is

necessary for human living. In order, therefore, that no evil

might remain unforbidden and unpunished, it was necessary

for the divine law to supervene, whereby all sins are forbid-

den.

And these four causes are touched upon in Ps. cxviii. 8,

where it is said: The law of the Lord is unspotted
,
i.e., allow-

ing no foulness of sin; converting souls
,
because it directs

not only exterior, but also interior, acts, the testimony of the

Lord is faithfulf because of the certainty of what is true and
right; giving wisdom to little ones

} by directing man to an
end supernatural and divine.

Reply Obj. 1 . By the natural law the eternal law is par-
ticipated proportionately to the capacity of human nature.

But to his supernatural end man needs to be directed in a yet
W
Q. 5, a. 5. ^De Lib. Arb ., I, 5 (PL 32, 1228).
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higher way. Hence the additional law given by God, whereby
man shares more perfectly in the eternal law.

Reply Ob7. 2. Counsel is a kind of inquiry, and hence must
proceed from some principles. Nor is it enough for it to pro-
ceed from principles imparted by nature, which are the pre-

cepts of the natural law, for the reasons given above, but
there is need for certain additional principles, namely, the

precepts of the divine law.

Reply Ob

j

3. Irrational creatures are not ordained to an
end higher than that which is proportionate to their natural

powers. Consequently the comparison fails.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THERE IS BUT ONE DIVINE LAW?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is but one divine law.

For, where there is one king in one kingdom, there is but one

law. Now the whole of mankind is compared to God as to one
king, according to Ps . xlvi. 8: God is the Ktng of all the

earth . Therefore there is but one divine law.

Obj. 2. Further, every law is directed to the end which the

lawgiver intends for those for whom he makes the law. But
God intends one and the same thing for all men, since accord-

ing to 1 Tim. ii. 4: He will have all men to be saved,
and to

come to the knowledge of the truth . Therefore there is but

one divine law.

Obj . 3 Further, the divine law seems to be more akin to

the eternal law, which is one, than the natural law, according

as the revelation of grace is of a higher order than natural

knowledge. But natural law is one for all men. Therefore

much more is the divine law but one.

On the contrary
,
The Apostle says (Heb . vii. 12)* The

priesthood being translated
,
it is necessary that a translation

also be made of the law . But the priesthood is twofold, as

stated in the same passage, viz., the levitical priesthood, and
the priesthood of Christ Therefore the divine law is twofold,

namely, the Old Law and the New Law.
1 answer that

,
As we have stated in the First Part, distinc-

tion is the cause of number.22 Now things may be distin-

23
S. T.f I, q 30, a 3.
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guished in two ways. First, as those things that are altogether

specifically different, e.g

,

a horse and an ox. Secondly, as per-

fect and imperfect in the same species, e.g ,
a boy and a man;

and in this way the divine law is distinguished into Old and
New. Hence the Apostle {Gal. iii. 24, 25) compares the state

of man under the Old Law to that of a child under a peda-

gogue] but the state under the New Law, to that of a full

grown man, who is no longer under a pedagogue .

Now the perfection and imperfection of these two laws is to

be taken in connection with the three conditions pertaining

to law, as was stated above. For, in the first place, it belongs

to law to be directed to the common good as to its end, as was
stated above.23 This good may be twofold. It may be a sen-

sible and earthly good, and to this man was directly ordained

by the Old Law. Hence it is that, at the very outset of the

Law, the people were invited to the earthly kingdom of the

Chananaeans (Exod iii. 8, 17). Again it may be an intelligible

and heavenly good, and to this, man is ordained by the New
Law. Therefoie, at the very beginning of His preaching,

Christ invited men to the kingdom of heaven, saying {Matt.

iv. 17) : Do penance
, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.

Hence Augustine says that promises of temporal goods are

contained in the Old Testament
, for which reason it is called

old; but the promise of eternal life belongs to the New Testa-

ment 24

Secondly, it belongs to law to direct human acts according

to the order of justice; wherein also the New Law surpasses

the Old Law, since it directs our internal acts, according to

Matt. v. 20: Unless your justice abound more than that of
the Scribes and Pharisees

,
you shall not enter into the king-

dom of heaven. Hence the saying that the Old Law restrains

the hand
,
but the New Law controls the soul

.

25

Thirdly, it belongs to law to induce men to observe its com-
mandments. This the Old Law did by the fear of punishment,
but the New Law, by love, which is poured into our hearts

by the grace of Christ, bestowed in the New Law, but fore-

shadowed in the Old. Hence Augustine says that there is little

difference between the Law and the Gospel—fear [£imor]

and love [amor] 23

90, a. 2. ^ Contra Faust., IV, 2 (PL 42, 217).
26

Cf.

Peter Lombard, Sent.} III, xl, 1 (II, 734).
20 Contra Adimant.,

&VH (PL 42, 159).
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Reply Obj . 1. As the father of a family issues different

commands to the children and to the adults, so also the one
King, God, in His one kingdom, gave one law to men while
they were yet imperfect, and another more perfect law when,
by the preceding law, they had been led to a greater capacity
for divine things.

Reply Obj. 2. The salvation of man could not be achieved
otherwise than through Christ, according to Acts iv. 12*

There is no other name . . . given to men, whereby we must
be saved . Consequently, the law that brings all to salvation

could not be given until after the coming of Christ. But be-

fore His coming it was necessary to give to the people, of

whom Christ was to be born, a law containing certain rudi-

ments of justice unto salvation, in order to prepare them to

receive Him.
Reply Ob). 3. The natural law directs man by way of cer-

tain general precepts, common to both the perfect and the

imperfect. Hence it is one and the same for all. But the di-

vine law directs man also in certain particular matters, to

which the perfect and imperfect do not stand in the same re-

lation Hence the necessity for the divine law to be twofold,

as we have already explained.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THERE IS A LAW IN THE FOMES OF SIN?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no law of the

Tomes’ of sin.
27 For Isidore says that the law is based on rea-

son .
28 But the Tomes’ of sin is not based on reason, but devi-

ates from it. Therefore the Tomes’ has not the nature of a

law.

Obj. 2. Further, every law is binding, so that those who
do not obey it are called transgressors. But man is not called

a transgressor from not following the instigations of the

Tomes,’ but rather from his following them. Therefore the

Tomes’ has not the nature of a law.

Obj. 3. Further, law is ordained to the common good, as

27 Cf Peter Lombard, Sent., II, xxx, 8 (I, 464) ;
St John Damascene

De Fide Orth., IV, 22 (PG 94, 1200).
28 Etymol

,

V, 3 (PL 82, 199)



626 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 91 Art. 6

was stated above.29 But the ‘tomes’ inclines us, not to the

common good, but to our own private good. Therefore the

‘tomes’ has not the nature of law.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. vii. 23). I see

another law tn my members
,
-fighting against the law of my

mind.

1 answer that, As we have stated above, law, as to its es-

sence, resides in him that rules and measures, but, by way of

participation, in that which is ruled and measured; 80
so that

every inclination or ordination which may be found in things

subject to law is called a law by participation, as was stated

above.31 Now those who are subject to law may receive a
twofold inclination from the lawgiver. First, in so far as he
directly inclines his subjects to something. According to this,

he directs different subjects to different acts; and in this way
we may say that there is a military law and a mercantile law.

Secondly, indirectly, and thus by the very fact that a law-

giver deprives a subject of some dignity, the latter passes into

another order, so as to be under another law, as it were. For
example, if a soldier be turned out of the army, he will be-

come a subject of rural or of mercantile legislation.

Accordingly, under the divine Lawgiver, various creatures

have various natural inclinations, so that what is, as it were,

a law for one, is against the law for another. Thus, I might
say that fierceness is, in a way, the law of a dog, but against

the law of a sheep or another meek animal And so the law of

man, which, by the divine ordinance, is allotted to him ac-

cording to his proper natural condition, is that he should act

in accordance with reason; and this law was so effective in

man’s first state, that nothing either outside or against reason

could take man unawares. But when man turned his back on
God, he fell under the influence of his sensual impulses* In
fact, this happens to each one individually, according as he
has the more departed from the path of reason

,
so that, after

a fashion, he is likened to the beasts that are led by the im-

pulse of sensuality, according to Ps. xlviii. 21: Man, when he

was in honor
,
did not understand: he hath been compared to

senseless beasts, and made like to them.

Accordingly, then, this very inclination of sensuality,

which is called the ‘tomes,’ in other animals has absolutely

"Q. 90, a. 2.
80 A. 2; q. 90, a. 1, ad x.

81 Ibid.
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the nature of law, yet only in so far as we may consider as

law what is an inclination subject to law. But in man, it has
not the nature of law in this way; rather is it a deviation

from the law of reason. But since, by the just sentence of

God, man is deprived of original justice, and his reason bereft

of its vigor, this impulse of sensuality, wheieby he is led, has
the nature of a law in so far as it is a penalty following from
the divine law depriving man of his proper dignity.

Reply Ob

j

1. This argument considers the Tomes’ in itself

as an incentive to evil. It is not thus that it has the nature of

a law, as we have stated above, but according as it results

from the justice of the divine law; much as though we were
to say that it is a law that a nobleman should be made sub-

ject to menial labor because of some misdeed.

Reply Obj. 2. This argument considers law in the light of

a rule or measure
,
for it is in this sense that those who devb

ate from the law become transgressors. But the Tomes’ is not

a law in this respect, but by a kind of participation, as was
stated above.

Reply Obj> 3. This argument considers the Tomes’ as to its

proper inclination, and not as to its origin. And yet if the

inclination of sensuality be considered as it is in other ani-

mals, thus it is ordained to the common good, namely, to the

preservation of nature in the species or in the individual.

This is true in man also, in so far as sensuality is subject to

reason. But it is called the Tomes’ in so far as it departs from

the order of reason.



Question XCIII

THE ETERNAL LAW

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider each law by itself: (i) the eternal

law; (2) the natuial law, 1
(3) the human law; 2

(4) the Old
Law, 3

(5) the New Law, which is the law of the Gospel 4 Of
the sixth law, which is the law of the Tomes/ what we have
said when treating of original sin must suffice.5

Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry: (1)

What is the eternal law? (2) Whether it is known to all? (3)
Whether every law is derived from it? (4) Whether neces-

sary things are subject to the eternal law? (5) Whether nat-

ural contingents are subject to the eternal law? (6) Whether
all human things are subject to it?

First Article

WHETHER THE ETERNAL LAW IS A SUPREME EXEMPLAR
EXISTING IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article *

—

Objection 1, It would seem that the eternal law is not a

supreme exemplar existing in God. For there is only one
eternal law. But there are many exemplars of things in the

divine mind, for Augustine says that God made each thing

according to its exemplar .
6 Therefore the eternal law does not

seem to be the same as an exemplar existing in the divine

mind.

Obj. 2 . Further, it is of the nature of a law that it be
promulgated by word, as was stated above.7 But Word is a

Personal name in God, as was stated in the First Part,8

whereas exemplar refers to the essence. Therefore the eternal

law is not the same as a divine exemplar.

Obj . 3. Further, Augustine says: We see a law above our
minds

,
which is called truth? But the law which is above

our minds is the eternal law. Therefore truth is the eternal

1
Q. 94

2
Q 95

S
Q* 98 *Q. 106.

e
Q. 81, 82, 83.

°Lib. 83 Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 30).
7 Q 90, a 4; q 91, a. x, ad 2.

*S. T., I

,

q 34, a. 1. °De Vera Relig XXX (PL 34, 147).
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law. But the notion of truth is not the same as the notion of

an exemplar. Therefore the eternal law is not the same as the

supreme exemplar.

On the contrary, Augustine says that the eternal law is the
supreme exemplar to which we must always conform .

10

I answer that, Just as in every artificer there pre-exists an
exemplar of the things that are made by his art, so too in

every governor there must pre-exist the exemplar of the order

of those things that are to be done by those who are subject

to his government. And just as the exemplar of the things yet

to be made by an art is called the art or model of the products

of that art, so, too, the exemplar in him who governs the acts

of his subjects bears the character of a law, provided the

other conditions be present which we have mentioned above

as belonging to the nature of law .
11 Now God, by His wis-

dom, is the Creator of all things, in relation to which He
stands as the artificer to the products of his art, as was stated

in the First Part .

12 Moreover, He governs all the acts and
movements that are to be found in each single creature, as

was also stated in the First Part .
13 Therefore, just as the ex-

emplar of the divine wisdom, inasmuch as all things are

created by it, has the character of an art, a model or an idea,

so the exemplar of divine wisdom, as moving all things to

their due end, bears the character of law. Accordingly, the

eternal law is nothing else than the exemplar of divine wis-

dom, as directing all actions and movements

Reply Obj. i Augustine is speaking in that passage of the

ideal exemplars which refer to the proper nature of each

single thing
;
and consequently in them there is a certain dis-

tinction and plurality, according to their different relations

to things, as was stated in the First Part 14 But law is said to

direct human acts by ordaining them to the common good,

as was stated above .
15 Now things which are in themselves

diverse may be considered as one, according as they are or-

dained to something common. Therefore the eternal law is

one since it is the exemplar of this order.

Reply Ob] . 2. With regard to any sort of word, two points

may be considered: viz., the word itself, and that which is

expressed by the word. For the spoken word is something

10 De Lib . Arb., I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
31
Q. 90 23 S T., I, q. 14

a. 8.
33
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uttered by the mouth of man, and expresses that which is

signified by the human word. The same applies to the human
mental word, which is nothing else than something conceived

by the mind, by which man expresses mentally the things of

which he is thinking. So, too, in God, therefore, the Word
conceived by the intellect of the Father is the name of a
Person; but all things that are in the Father’s knowledge,

whether they refer to the essence or to the Persons, or to the

works of God, are expiessed by this Word, as Augustine de-

clares.ia But among other things expressed by this Word, the

eternal law itself is expressed thereby. Nor does it follow that

the eternal law is a Personal name in God. Nevertheless, it

is appropriated to the Son, because of the suitability of ex-

emplar to word .

Reply Obj, 3. The exemplars of the divine intellect do
not stand in the same relation to things as do the exemplars

of the human intellect. For the human intellect is measured
by things, so that a human concept is not true by reason of

itself, but by reason of its being consonant with things, since

an opinion is true or false according as things are or are not .

But the divine intellect is the measure of things, since each

thing has truth in it in so far as it is like the divine intellect,

as was stated in the First Part.17 Consequently the divine

intellect is true in itself, and its exemplar is truth itself.

Second Article

WHETHER THE ETERNAL LAW IS KNOWN TO ALL?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the eternal law is not

known to all. For, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. ii. n), the

things that are of God no man knoweth, but the Spirit of

God . But the eternal law is an exemplar existing in the di-

vine mind. Therefore it is unknown to all save God alone.

Obj, 2

,

Further, as Augustine says, the eternal law is that

by which it is right that all things should be most orderlyA*

But all do not know how all things are most orderly. There-

fore all do not know the eternal law.

Obj, 3. Further, Augustine says that the eternal law is not

10 De Trin., XV, 14 (PL 42, 1076).
17 5. T., I, q* 1 6, a, 1.

Lib, Arb,j I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
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subject to the judgment of man.1® But according to Ethics i,>

any man can judge well of what he knows?° Therefore the
eternal law is not known to us.

On the contrary, Augustine says that knowledge of the
eternal law is imprinted on us?1

I answer that, A thing may be known in two ways: first*

in itself; secondly, in its effect* in which some likeness of

that thing is found: e.g., someone, not seeing the sun in its

substance, may know it by its rays. Hence we must say that

no one can know the eternal law as it is in itself, except God
and the blessed who see God in His essence. But every ra-

tional creature knows it according to some reflection, greater

or less. For every knowledge of truth is a kind of reflection

and participation of the eternal law, which is the unchanged
able truth, as Augustine says.22 Now all men know the truth

to a certain extent, at least as to the common principles of

the natural law. As to the other truths, they partake of the

knowledge of truth, some more, some less
,
and in this respect

they know the eternal law in a greater or lesser degree.

Reply Obj. 1. We cannot know the things that are of God
as they are in themselves; but they are made known to us

in their effects, according to Rom. i. 20, The invisible things

of God . . . are clearly seen
,
being understood by the things

that are made.
Reply Obj. 2. Although each one knows the eternal law

according to his own capacity, in the way explained above,

yet none can comprehend it, for it cannot be made perfectly

known by its effects. Therefore it does not follow that any-

one who knows the eternal law, in the aforesaid way, knows
also the whole order of things whereby they are most orderly.

Reply Obj . 3. To judge of a thing may be understood in

two ways. First, as when a cognitive power judges of its

proper object, according to Job xii. 11: Doth not the ear

discern words
,
and the palate of him that eateth

,
the taste?

It is to this kind of judgment that the Philosopher alludes

when he says that anyone judges well of what he knows?*
by judging, namely, whether what is put forward is true. In

another way, we speak of a superior judging of a subordinate

by a kind of practical judgment, as to whether he should be

™De Vera Relig., XXXI (PL 34, 148). ^Aristotle, Eth

,

I, 3

(1094b 27)
% De Lib. Arb., I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).

22 De Vera
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23 Eth., I, 3 (1094b 27).
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such and such or not. And thus none can judge of the eternal

law.

Third Article

Whether every law is derived from the eternal law?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that not every law is derived

from the eternal law. For there is a law of the cfomes, J

as was
stated above,24 which is not derived from that divine law

which is the eternal law, since to it pertains the prudence

of the flesh
,
of which the Apostle says {Rom. viii. 7) that

it cannot be subject to the law of God . Therefore, not every

law is derived from the eternal law.

Obj . 2. Further, nothing unjust can be derived from the

eternal law, because, as was stated above, the eternal law is

that according to which it is right that all things should

be most orderly . But some laws are unjust, according to Isa

.

x. 1. Woe to them that make wicked laws . Therefore, not

every law is derived from the eternal law.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says that the laiv which is

framed for ruling the people rightly permits many things

which are punished by the divine providence 25 But the ex-

emplar of the divine providence is the eternal law, as was
stated above. Therefore not even every good law is derived

from the eternal law.

On the contrary
,
Divine Wisdom says (

Prov . viii. 15):
By Me kings reign

,
and lawgivers decree just things . But the

exemplar of divine Wisdom is the eternal law, as was stated

above. Therefore all laws proceed from the eternal law.

I answer that
,
As was stated above, law denotes a kind of

plan directing acts towards an end 20 Now wherever there

are movers ordained to one another, the power of the second

mover must needs be derived from the power of the first

mover, since the second mover does not move except in so

far as it is moved by the first. Therefore we observe the same
in all those who govern, namely, that the plan of government
is derived by secondary governors from the governor in chief.

Thus the plan of what is to be done in a state flows from the

24
Q, 91, a. 6.

25 De Lib. Arb ., I, 5 (PL 32, 1228).
36
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king’s command to his inferior administrators; and again in
things of art the plan of whatever is to be done by art flows
from the chief craftsman to the under-craftsmen who work
with their hands. Since, then, the eternal law is the plan of
government in the Chief Governor, all the plans of govern-
ment in the inferior governors must be derived from the
eternal law. But these plans of inferior governors are all the
other laws which are in addition to the eternal law. There-
fore all laws, in so far as they partake of right reason, are

derived from the eternal law. Hence Augustine says that in
temporal law there is nothing just and lawful but what man
has drawn from the eternal law,27

Reply Obj . 1. The Tomes’ has the nature of law in man
in so far as it is a punishment resulting from the divine jus-

tice; and in this respect it is evident that it is derived from
the eternal law. But in so far as it denotes a proneness to

sin, it is contrary to the divine law, and has not the nature

of law, as was stated above.28

Reply Obj . 2. Human law has the nature of law in so fai

as it partakes of right reason; and it is clear that, in this

respect, it is derived from the eternal law. But in so far as it

deviates from reason, it is called an unjust law, and has the

nature, not of law, but of violence. Nevertheless, even an

unjust law, in so far as it retains some appearance of law,

through being framed by one who is in power, is derived from
the eternal law

;
for all power is from the Lord God, accord-

ing to Rom . xiii. 1.

Reply Obj . 3. Human law is said to permit certain things

not as approving of them, but as being unable to direct them.

And many things are directed by the divine law, which hu-

man law is unable to direct, because more things are subject

to a higher than to a lower cause. Hence the very fact that

human law does not concern itself with matters it cannot di-

rect comes under the ordination of the eternal law. It would

be different, were human law to sanction what the eternal

law condemns. Consequently, it does not follow that human
law is not derived from the eternal law; what follows U
rather that it is not on a perfect equality with it.

21 De Lib . Arb.} I, 6 (PL 32, 1229).
38
Q. 91, a. 6.



Question XCIV

THE NATURAL LAW

{In Six Articles)

We must now consider the natural law, concerning which
there are six points of inquiry: (i) What is the natural law?

(2) What are the precepts of the natural law? (3) Whether
all the acts of the virtues are prescribed by the natural law?

(4) Whether the natural law is the same in all? (5) Whether
it is changeable? (6) Whether it can be abolished from the

mind of man?

First Article

WHETHER THE NATURAE LAW IS A HABIT?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law is a habit.

For, as the Philosopher says, there are three things in the

soul, power
,
habit and passion ,

1 But the natural law is not

one of the soul’s powers, nor is it one of the passions, as we
may see by going through them one by one. Therefore the

natural law is a habit.

Obj. 2. Further, Basil says that the conscience or syn-

deresis is the law of our mind;2 which can apply only to the

natural law. But synderesis is a habit, as was shown in the

First Part.3 Therefore the natural law is a habit.

Obj . 3. Further, the natural law abides in man always, as

will be shown further on. But man’s reason, which the law
regards, does not always think about the natural law. There-

fore the natural law is not an act, but a habit.

On the contrary
,
Augustine says that a habit is that

whereby something is done when necessary .

4 But such is not

tfie natural law, since it is in infants and in the damned who
cannot act by it Therefore the natural law is not a habit.

1 answer that
,
A thing may be called a habit in two ways.

First, properly and essentially, and thus the natural law is

not a habit. For it has been stated above that the natural law
is something appointed by reason, just as a proposition is a

l Etk
f

II, 5 (1105b 20).
3
Cf. In Hexaem

,

hom VII (PG 29,

158) ;
St. John Damascene, De Fide Orth., IV, 22 (PG 94, 1200).

a
S. T., I, q, 79, a, 12. *De Bono Coning,, XXI (PL 40, 390).
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work of reason. 5 Now that which a man does is not the same
as that whereby he does it, for he makes a becoming speech
by the habit of grammar. Since, then, a habit is that by which
we act, a law cannot be a habit properly and essentially.

Secondly, the term habit may be applied to that which we »

hold by a habit. Thus faith may mean that which we hold by
faith . Accordingly, since the precepts of the natural law are

sometimes considered by reason actually, while sometimes
they are in the reason only habitually, in this way the natu-

ral law may be called a habit. So, too, in speculative matters,

the indemonstrable principles are not the habit itself whereby
we hold these principles, they are rather the principles of

which we possess the habit.

Reply Ob/. 1. The Philosopher proposes there to discover

the genus of virtue; 6 and since it is evident that virtue is a

principle of action, he mentions only those things which are

principles of human acts, viz., powers, habits and passions.

But there are other things in the soul besides these three:

e.g., acts, as to will is in the one that wills; again, there are

things known in the knower
;
moreover its own natural prop-

erties are in the soul, such as immortality and the like.

Reply Ob), 2. Synderesis is said to be the law of our in-

tellect because it is a habit containing the precepts of the

natural law, which are the first principles of human actions.

Reply Ob), 3. This argument proves that the natural law
is held habitually; and this is granted.

To the argument advanced m the contrary sense we reply

that sometimes a man is unable to make Use of that which is

in him habitually, because of some impediment. Thus, be-

cause of sleep, a man is unable to use the habit of science.

In like manner, through the deficiency of his age, a child

^annot use the habit of the understanding of principles, or

the natural law, which is in him habitually.

Second Article

WHETHER THE NATURAL LAW CONTAINS SEVERAL PRECEPTS,

OR ONLY ONE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law contains.
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not several precepts, but only one. For law is a kind of pre-

cept, as was stated above.7 If therefore there were many pre-

cepts of the natural law, it would follow that there are also

tnany natural laws.

Obj. 2. Further, the natural law is consequent upon hu-
man nature. But human nature, as a whole, is one, though, as

to its parts, it is manifold. Therefore, either there is but one
precept of the law of nature because of the unity of nature

as a whole, or there are many by reason of the number of

parts of human nature. The result would be that even things

relating to the inclination of the concupiscible power would
belong to the natural law.

Obj. 3. Further, law is something pertaining to reason, as

was stated above.8 Now reason is but one in man. Therefore

there is only one precept of the natural law.

On the contrary

,

The precepts of the natural law in man
stand in relation to operable matters as first principles do to

matters of demonstration. But there are several first in-

demonstrable principles. Therefore there are also several pre-

cepts of the natural law.

1 answer that
, As was stated above, the precepts of the

natural law are to the practical reason what the first prin-

ciples of demonstrations are to the speculative , reason, be-

cause both are self-evident principles.9 Now a thing is said to

be self-evident in two ways* first, in itself; secondly, in re-

lation to us. Any proposition is said to be self-evident in it-

self, if its predicate is contained in the notion of the subject;

even though it may happen that to one who does not know
the definition of the subject, such a proposition is not self-

evident. For instance, this proposition, Man is a rational

being, is, in its very nature, self-evident, since he who says

man, says a rational being
;
and yet to one who does not

know what a man is, this proposition is not self-evident.

Hence it is that, as Boethius says,10 certain axioms or propo-
sitions are universally self-evident to all; and such are the
propositions whose terms are known to all, as, Every whole
is greater than its part, and, Things equal to one and the

same are equal to one another. But some propositions are

self-evident only to the wise, who understand the meaning
of the terms of such propositions. Thus to one who under-

T
Q. 92, a. 2.

8
Q. 90, a. 1. ®Q. 91, a. 3.

10 De Hebdom,
(PL 64, 1311).
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stands that an angel is not a body, it is self-evident that an
angel is not circumscriptively in a place. But this is not
evident to the unlearned, for they cannot grasp it.

Now a certain order is to be found in those things that
are apprehended by men. For that which first falls under ap-
prehension is being, the understanding of which is included
in all things whatsoever a man apprehends. Therefore the
first indemonstrable principle is that the same thing cannot
be affirmed and denied at the same time

,
which is based on

the notion of being and not-being: and on this principle all

others are based, as is stated in Metaph . iv.
11 Now as being

is the first thing that falls under the apprehension absolutely,

so good is the first thing that falls under the apprehension of

the practical reason, which is directed to action (since every
agent acts for an end, which has the nature of good) . Con-
sequently, the first principle in the practical reason is one
founded on the nature of good, viz., that good is that which
all things seek after. Hence this is the first precept of law,

that good is to be done and promoted, and evil is to be

avoided . All other precepts of the natural law are based upon
this; so that all the things which the practical reason natu-
rally apprehends as man’s good belong to the precepts of the

natural law under the form of things to be done or avoided.

Since, however, good has the nature of an end, and evil,

the nature of the contrary, hence it is that all those things to

which man has a natural inclination are naturally appre-

hended by reason as being good, and consequently as objects

of pursuit, and their contraries as evil, and objects of avoid-

ance. Therefore, the order of the precepts of the natural law
is according to the order of natural inclinations. For there is

in man, first ot all, an inclination to good in accordance wit?

the nature which he has in common with all substances, inas-

much, namely, as every substance seeks the preservation of

its own being, according to its nature; and by reason of this

inclination, whatever is a means of preserving human life,

and of warding off its obstacles, belongs to the natural law.

Secondly, there is in man an inclination to things that pertain

to him more specially, according to that nature which he has

in common with other animals
;
and in virtue of this inclina-

tion, those things are said to belong to the natural law which

n Aristotle, Metaph , III, 3 (1005b 29).
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nature has taught to all animals,
12 such as sexual intercourse,

the education of offspring and so forth. Thirdly, there is in

man an inclination to good according to the nature of his

reason, which nature is proper to him. Thus man has a natu-

ral inclination to know the truth about God, and to live in

society; and in this respect, whatever pertains to this inclina-

tion belongs to the natural law. e.g

,

to shun ignorance, to

avoid offending those among whom one has to live, and other

such things regarding the above inclination.

Reply Obj. 1. All these precepts of the law of nature have
the character of one natural law, inasmuch as they how from
one first precept.

Reply Obj. 2

.

AH the inclinations of any parts whatsoever

of human nature, eg .,
of the concupiscible and irascible

parts, in so far as they are ruled by reason, belong to the

natural law, and are reduced to one first precept, as was
stated above. And thus the precepts of the natural law are

many in themselves, but they are based on one common
foundation.

Reply Obj . 3. Although reason is one in itself, yet it di-

rects all things regarding man; so that whatever can be ruled

by reason, is contained under the law of reason.

Third Article

WHETHER ALL THE ACTS 0E THE VIRTUES ARE PRESCRIBED
BY THE NATURAL LAW?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection x. It would seem that not all the acts of the vir-

tues are prescribed by the natural law. For, as was stated

above, it is of the nature of law that it be ordained to the

common good.13 But some acts of the virtues are ordamed to

the private good of the individual, as is evident especially

in regard to acts of temperance. Therefore, not all the acts

of the virtues are the subject of natural law.

Obj. 2. Further, every sin is opposed to some virtuous act.

If therefore all the acts of the virtues are prescribed by the

natural law, it seems to follow that all sins are against na-

ture; whereas this applies to certain special sins.

u Dig.} I, i, 1 (I, 29a).—Cf. 0 Lottin, Le droit naturel, pp. 34, 78.
w
Q. 90, a. 2.

'
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Ob). 3. Further, those things which are according to na-
ture are common to all. But the acts of the virtues are not
common to all, since a thing is virtuous in one, and vicious

in another. Therefore, not all the acts of the virtues are pre-
scribed by the natural law.

On the contrary

,

Damascene says that virtues are natu-
ral.

1* Therefore virtuous acts also are subject to the natural

law.

/ answer that, We may speak of virtuous acts in two ways:
first, in so far as they are virtuous; secondly, as such and
such acts considered in their proper species. If, then, we are

speaking of the acts of the virtues in so far as they are virtu-

ous, thus all virtuous acts belong to the natural law. For it

has been stated that to the natural law belongs everything

to which a man is inclined according to his nature. Now each
thing is inclined naturally to an operation that is suitable to

it according to its form: eg., fire is inclined to give heat.

Therefore, since the rational soul is the proper form of man,
there is in every man a natural inclination to act according

to reason; and this is to act according to virtue. Conse-

quently, considered thus, all the acts of the virtues are pre-

scribed by the natural law, since each one’s reason naturally

dictates to him to act virtuously. But if we speak of virtuous

acts, considered in themselves, i.e.
}
in their proper species,

thus not all virtuous acts are prescribed by the natural law.

For many things are done virtuously, to which nature does

not primarily incline, but which, through the inquiry of rea-

son, have been found by men to be conducive to well-living.

Reply Ob). 1. Temperance is about the natural concupis-

cences of food, drink and sexual matters, which are indeed

ordained to the common good of nature, just as other matters

of law are ordained to the moral common good.

Reply Obj. 2. By human nature we may mean either that

which is proper to man, and in this sense all sins, as being

against reason, are also against nature, as Damascene
states; 15 or we may mean that nature which is common to

man and other animals, and in this sense, certain special sins

are said to be against nature: e.g contrary to sexual inter-

course, which is natural to all animals, is unisexual lust,

which has received the special name of the unnatural crime,
u De Fide Orth., Ill, 14 (PG 94> 1045), ™Op. cit n, 4; 30; IV

5

ao (PG 94, 876, 976; 1196).
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Reply Obj

.

3. This argument considers acts in themselves.

For it is owing to the various conditions of men that certain

acts are virtuous for some, as being proportioned and be-

coming to them, while they are vicious for others, as not

being proportioned to them.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE NATURAL LAW IS THE SAME IN ALL MEN?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law is not the

siune in all. For it is stated in the Decretals that the natural

law is that which is contained in the Law and the Gospel.1®

But this is not common to all men, because, as it is written

{Rom. x. 16), all do not obey the gospel. Therefore the natu-

ral law is not the same in all men.
Obj . 2. Further, Things which are according to the law

an said to be just
,
as is stated in Ethics v.17 But it is stated

in the same book that nothing is so just for all as not to be
subject to change in regard to some men.18 Therefore even
the natural law is not the same in all men.

Obj. 3. Further, as was stated above, to the natural law
belongs everything to which a man is inclined according to

his nature. Now different men are naturally inclined to dif-

ferent things,—some to the desire of pleasures, others to the

desire of honors, and other men to other things. Therefore,

there is not one natural law for all.

On the contrary
,
Isidore says: The natural law is common

to all nations.1®

I answer that

,

As we have stated above, to the natural

law belong those things to which a man is inclined naturally;

and among these it is proper to man to be inclined to act ac-

cording to reason. Now it belongs to the reason to proceed
from what is common to what is proper, as is stated in Phys-
ics i

20 The speculative reason, however, is differently situ-

ated, in this matter, from the practical reason. For, since

the speculative reason is concerned chiefly with necessary
things, which cannot be otherwise than they are, its proper

“Gratian, Decretum, I, i, prol. (I, 1).
17

Aristotle, Eth., V, 1

(1129b 12).
18
Op. cit., V, ? (1134b 32).

19 Etymol ., V, 4 (PL
82, 199).

30
Aristotle, Pkys.s I, 1 (184a 16).
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conclusions, like the universal principles, contain the truth
without fail* The practical reason, on the other hand, is con-
cerned with contingent matters, which is the domain of hu-
man actions; and, consequently, although there is necessity
in the common principles, the more we descend towards the
particular, the more frequently we encounter defects. Ac-
cordingly, then, in speculative matters truth is the same in all

men, both as to principles and as to conclusions; although the
truth is not known to all as regards the conclusions, but only
as regards the principles which are called common notions?1

But in matters of action, truth or practical rectitude is not
the same for all as to what is particular, but only as to the
common principles; and where there is the same rectitude in

relation to particulars, it is not equally known to all.

It is therefore evident that, as regards the common prin-

ciples whether of speculative or of practical reason, truth or

rectitude is the same for all, and is equally known by all. But
as to the proper conclusions of the speculative reason, the

truth is the same for all, but it is not equally known to all.

Thus, it is true for all that the three angles of a triangle are

together equal to two right angles, although it is not known
to all. But as to the proper conclusions of the practical rea-

son, neither is the truth or rectitude the same for all, nor,

where it is the same, is it equally known by all. Thus, it is

right and true for all to act according to reason, and from
this principle it follows, as a proper conclusion, that goods

entrusted to another should be restored to their owner. Now
this is true for the majority of cases. But it may happen in

a particular case that it would be injurious, and therefore

unreasonable, to restore goods held in trust; for instance, if

they are claimed for the purpose of fighting against one’s

country. And this principle will be found to fail the more,

according as we descend further towards the particular, e.g.,

if one were to say that goods held in trust should be restored

with such and such a guarantee, or in such and such a way;
because the greater the number of conditions added, the

greater the number of ways in which the principle may fail
£

so that it be not right to restore or not to restore.

Consequently, we must say that the natural law, as to the

first common principles, is the same for all, both as to recti-

tude and as to knowledge. But as to certain more particular

^Boethius, De Eebdom . (PL 64* 1311).



642 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q. 94. Art. $

aspects, which are conclusions, as it were, of those common
principles, it is the same for all in the majority of cases, both

as to rectitude and as to knowledge; and yet in some few

cases it may fail, both as to rectitude, by reason of certain

obstacles (just as natures subject to generation and corrup-

tion fail in some few cases because of some obstacle), and as

to knowledge, since in some the reason is perverted by pas-

sion, or evil habit, or an evil disposition of nature. Thus at

one time theft, although it is expressly contrary to the natu-

ral law, was not considered wrong among the Germans, as

Julius Caesar relates.
22

Reply Ob7* 1. The meaning of the sentence quoted is not

that whatever is contained in the Law and the Gospel belongs

to the natural law, since they contain many things that are

above nature; but that whatever belongs to the natural law
is fully contained in them. Therefore Gratian, after saying

that the natural law is what is contained in the Law and the

Gospel
,
adds at once, by way of example, by which everyone

is commanded to do to others as he would be done by 2a

Reply Obj. 2. The saying of the Philosopher is to be un-
derstood of things that are naturally just, not as common
principles, but as conclusions drawn from them, having recti-

tude in the majority of cases, but failing in a few 24

Reply Obj. 3. Just as in man reason rules and commands
the other powers, so all the natural inclinations belonging

to the other powers must needs be directed according to rea-

son. Therefore it is universally right for all men that all their

inclinations should be directed according to reason.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE NATURAL LAW CAN RE CHANGED?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law can be
changed. For on Ecclus. xvii. 9 (He gave them instructions

,

and the law of life) the Gloss says: He wished the law of

the letter to be written
,
in order to correct the law of na-

ture?* But that which is corrected is changed. Therefore

the natural law can be changed.
83 Caesar, De BeUo Gallko, VI, 23 (I, 348).

^Decretum, I, i,

pro! (I, 1). V, 1 (iiaQb 12).
55 Glossa ordin* (HI,

403E).
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Ob'], 2. Further, the slaying of the innocent, adultery and
theft are against the natural law. But we find these things
changed by God : as when God commanded Abraham to slay

his innocent son (Gen. xxii. 2); and when He ordered the

Jews to borrow and purloin the vessels of the Egyptians
(Exod. xii. 35)

;

and when He commanded Osee to take to
himself a wife of fornications (Osee i. 2). Therefore the

natural law can be changed.

Obj. 3. Further, Isidore says that the possession of all

things in common
,
and universal freedom y are matters of

natural law 2Q But these things are seen to be changed by
human laws. Therefore it seems that the natural law is sub-

ject to change.

On the contrary
, It is said in the Decretals: The natural

law dates from the creation of the rational creature. It does

not vary according to time
,
but remains unchangeable 27

I answer that
y A change in the natural law may be under-

stood in two ways. First, by way of addition. In this sense,

nothing hinders the natural law from being changed, since

many things for the benefit of human life have been added
over and above the natural law, both by the divine law and
by human laws.

Secondly, a change in the natural law may be understood

by way of subtraction, so that what previously was accord-

ing to the natural law, ceases to be so. In this sense, the natu-

ral law is altogether unchangeable in its first principles. But
in its secondary principles, which, as we have said, are cer-

tain detailed proximate conclusions drawn from the first

principles, the natural law is not changed so that what it

prescribes be not right in most cases. But it may be changed

in some particular cases of rare occurrence, through some
special causes hindering the observance of such precepts, as

was stated above.

Reply Obj . 1. The written law is said to be given for the

correction of the natural law, either because it supplies what
was wanting to the natural law, or because the natural law

was so perverted in the hearts of some men, as to certain mat-

ters, that they esteemed those things good which are natu-

rally evil; which perversion stood in need of correction.^

Reply Obj . 2. All men alike, both guilty and innocent, die

536 Etymol V, 4 (PL 82, 199), ^Gratian, Decretum, I, v, prol

(I, 7).
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the death of nature; which death of nature is inflicted by
the power of God because of original sin, according to i

Kings ii. 6: The Loi& killeth and maketh alive . Conse-

quently, by the command of God, death can be inflicted oil

any man, guilty or innocent, without any injustice what-

ever.—In like manner, adultery is intercouise with another’s

wife; who is allotted to him by the law emanating from God.

Consequently intercourse with any woman, by the command
of God, is neither adultery nor fornication.—The same ap-

plies to theft, which is the taking of another’s property. For

whatever is taken by the command of God, to Whom all

things belong, is not taken against the will of its owner,

whereas it is in this that theft consists—-Nor is it only in

human things that whatever is commanded by God is right;

but also in natural things, whatever is done by God is, in

some way, natural, as was stated in the First Part.28

Reply Ob) . 3. A thing is said to belong to the natural law
in two ways. First, because nature inclines thereto: e.g., that

one should not do haim to another. Secondly, because na-

ture did not bring with it the contrary. Thus, we might say

that for man to be naxed is of the natural law, because na-

ture did not give him clothes but art invented them. In this

sense, the possession of all > lings in common and universal

freedom are said to be of the natural law, because, namely,

the distinction of possessions and slavery were not brought
in by nature, but devised by human reason for the benefit of

human life. Accordingly, thr law of nature was not changed
in this respect, except by addition.

Sixth Article

WHETHER THE (STATURAL LAW CAN BE ABOLISHED
FR03V THE HEART OF MAN?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article —
Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law can be

Abolished from the heart of man. For on Rom ii. 14 (When
the Gentiles who have not the law

,
etc ) the Gloss says that

the law of justice
,
which tin had blotted out

,
is graven on the

heart of man when he is restored by grace?* But the law of

28 $ T, I, q. 105, a. 6, ac 1
20

Glossa ordm . (VI, 7E)
; Peter

Lombard, In Rom

,

super II, 14 (PL 191, 1345)
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justice is the law of nature. Therefore the law of nature can
be blotted out.

Obj. 2. Further, the law of grace is more efficacious thar

the law of nature. But the law of grace is blotted out by sir

Much more, therefore, can the law of nature be blotted out.

Ob). 3. Further, that which is established by law is pro-

posed as something just. But many things are enacted by
men which are contrary to the law of nature. Therefore the

law of nature can be abolished from the heart of man.
On the contrary

, Augustine says: Thy law is written in

the hearts of men,
which iniquity itself effaces not:30 But the

law which is written in men’s hearts is the natural law. There-
fore the natural law cannot be blotted out
I answer that

, As we have stated above, there belong to

the natural law, first, certain most common precepts that

are known to all, and secondly, certain secondary and more
particular precepts, which are, as it were, conclusions follow-

ing closely from first principles As to the common principles,

the natural law, in its universal meaning, cannot in any way
be blotted out from men’s hearts. But it is blotted out in the

case of a particular action, m so far as reason is hindered

from applying the common principle to the particular action

because of concupiscence or some other passion, as was stated

above.31—But as to the other, i e,
}
the secondary precepts,

the natural law can be blotted out from the human heart,

either by evil persuasions, just as in speculative matters en
rors occur in respect of necessary conclusions; or by vicious

customs and corrupt habits, as, among some men, theft, and

even unnatural vices, as the Apostle states (Rom. i. 24),

were not esteemed sinful

Reply Ob3. 1. Sin blots out the law of nature in particular

cases, not universally, except perchance in regard to the

secondary precepts of the natural law, in the way stated

above.

Reply Ob). 2. Although grace is more efficacious than na-

ture, yet nature is more essential to man, and therefore more
enduring.

Reply Ob). 3. This argument is true of the secondary pre-

cepts of the natural law, against which some legislators have

framed certain enactments which are unjust.

30
Confess, II, 4 (PL 32, 678).

31
Q. 77, a. 2.



Question XCV

HUMAN LAW

{In Four Articles)

We must now consider human law, and (i) concerning this

law considered m itself; (2) its power; 1
(3) its mutability.2

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry: (x)

Its utility. (2) Its origin. (3) Its quality. (4) Its division.

First Article

WHETHER IT WAS USEFUL FOR LAWS TO BE FRAMED
BY MEN?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not useful for laws

to be framed by men. For the purpose of every law is that

man be made good thereby, as was stated above.3 But men
are more to be induced to be good willingly by means of ad-

monitions, than against their will, by means of laws. There-

fore there was no need to frame laws.

Obj. 2. Further, As the Philosopher says, men have re-

course to a judge as to animate justice

A

But animate justice

is better than inanimate justice, which is contained in laws.

Therefore it would have been better for the execution of jus-

tice to be entrusted to the decision of judges than to frame

laws in addition.

Obj . 3. Further, every law is framed for the direction of

human actions, as is evident from what has been stated

above.5 But since human actions are about singulars, which
are infinite in number, matters pertaining to the direction of

human actions cannot be taken into sufficient consideration

except by a wise man, who looks into each one of them.

Therefore it would have been better for human acts to be

directed by the judgment of wise men, than by the framing

of laws. Therefore there was no need of human laws.

On the contrary
,
Isidore says: Laws were made that in

fear thereof human audacity might be held in check
,
that

innocence might be safeguarded in the midst of wickedness
,

1
Q. 96.

a
Q. 97-

3
Q* 92, a. 1. *Eth., V, 4 (1132a 22).

15

Q, 90, a. 1 and 2.
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and that the dread of punishment might prevent the wicked
from doing harmP But these things are most necessary to

mankind. Therefore it was necessary that human laws should

be made.
1 answer that

,

As we have stated above, man has a natu-

ral aptitude for virtue; but the perfection of virtue must be
acquired by man by means of some kind of training.7 Thus
we observe that a man is helped by diligence in his necessi-

ties, for instance, in food and clothing. Certain beginnings of

these he has from nature, viz., his reason and his hands; but
he has not the full complement, as other animals have, to

whom nature has given sufficiently of clothing and food. Now
it is difficult to see how man could suffice for himself in the

matter of this training, since the perfection of virtue consists

chiefly in withdrawing man from undue pleasures, to which
above all man is inclined, and especially the young, who are

more capable of being trained Consequently a man needs to

receive this training from another, whereby to arrive at the

perfection of virtue. And as to those young people who are

inclined to acts of virtue by then; good natural disposition,

or by custom, or rather by the gift of God, paternal training

suffices, which is by admonitions. But since some are found

to be dissolute and prone to vice, and not easily amenable to

words, it was necessary for such to be restrained from evil

by force and fear, in order that, at least, they might desist

from evil-doing, and leave others in peace, and that they

themselves, by being habituated in this way, might be

brought to do willingly what hitherto they did from fear, and
thus become virtuous. Now this kind of training, which com-
pels through fear of punishment, is the discipline of laws.

Therefore, in order that man might have peace and virtue, it

was necessary for laws to be framed, for, as the Philosopher

says, as man is the most noble of animals if he be perfect

in virtue
,
so he is the lowest of all

} if he be severed frqm taw

and justice .
8 For man can use his reason to devise means of

satisfying his lusts and evil passions, which other animals are

unable to do.

Reply Obj i. Men who are well disposed are led willingly

to virtue by being admonished better than by coercion; but

*Etymol , V, 20 (PL 82, 202).
7
Q. 63, a. x; q. 94, a. 3.

*Poht., I, x (1253a 31).
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men whose disposition is evil are not led to virtue unless they

are compelled.

Reply Ob 2. As the Philosopher says, it is better that all

things be regulated by law,
than left to be decided by

judges.
9 And this for three reasons. First, because it is easier

to find a few wise men competent to frame right laws, than

to find the many who would be necessary to judge rightly of

each single case—Secondly, because those who make laws

consider long beforehand what laws to make, whereas judg-

ment on each single case has to be pronounced as soon as it

arises, and it is easier for man to see what is right, by taking

many instances into consideration, than by considering one
solitary instance.—Thirdly, because lawgivers judge univer-

sally and about future events, whereas those who sit in judg-

ment judge of things present, towards which they are affected

by love, hatred, or some kind of cupidity; and thus their

judgment becomes perverted.

Since, then, the animated justice of the judge is not found
in every man, and since it can be bent, therefore it was neces-

sary, whenever possible, for the law to determine how to

judge, and for very few matters to be left to the decision of

men.
Reply Obj* 3. Certain individual facts which cannot be

covered by the law have necessarily to be committed to

judges

,

as the Philosopher says in the same passage: e.g

concerning something that has happened or not happened

,

and the like.10

Second Article

WHETHER EVERY HUMAN LAW IS DERIVED FROM THE
NATURAL LAW?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that not every human law is

derived from the natural law. For the Philosopher says that

the legal just is that which originally was a matter of in-

difference*
11 But those things which arise from the natural

law are not matters of indifference. Therefore the enactments

of human laws are not all derived from the natural law.

* Rhetor., I, 1 (1354a 31).
10

Ibid. (1354b 13).
31 Eth V, 7

(1134b 20).
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Ob). 2. Further, positive law is divided against natural
law, as is stated by Isidore12 and the Philosopher.13 But those
things which flow as conclusions fiom the common principles

of the natural law belong to the natural law, as was stated

above.34 Therefore that which is established by human law
is not derived from the natural law.

Ob). 3. Further, the law of nature is the same for all, since

the Philosopher says that the natural just is that which is

equally valid everywhere .
1G If therefore human laws were

derived from the natural law, it would follow that they too

are the same for all; which is clearly false.

Ob). 4. Further, it is possible to give a reason for things

which are derived from the natural law. But it is not possi-

ble to give the reason for all the legal enactments of the

lawgivers
,
as the Jurist says.16 Therefore not all human ^aws

are derived from the natural law.

On the contrary

,

Tully says: Things which emanated from
nature

,
and were approved by custom

,
were sanctioned by

fear and reverence for the laws .
17

I answer that
,
As Augustine says, that which is not just

seems to be no law at all.
1* Hence the for( e of a law depends

on the extent of its justice. Now in human affairs a thing is

said to be just from being right, according to the rule of rea-

son. But the first rule of reason is the law of nature, as is

clear from what has been stated above.19 Consequently, every

human law has just so much of the nature of law as it is

derived from the law of nature. But if in any point it departs

from the law of nature, it is no longer a law but a perversion

of law.

But : t must be noted that something may be derived from

the natural law m two ways: first, as a conclusion from prin-

ciples, secondly, by way of a determination of certain com-

mon notions. The first way is like to that by which, in the

sciences, demonstrated conclusions are drawn from the prin-

ciples; while the second is likened to tha> whereby, in the

arts, common forms are determined to some particular. Thus,

the craftsman needs to determine the commoa form of a

house to the shape of this or that particular house. Some

^EtymoL, V, 4 (PL 82, 199).
13

Eth., V, 7 (1134b 18),
11
Q.

94, a 4 Eth., V, 7 (1134b I 9)«
16

L)ig.} I, lii, 20 (I, 34a)
17 De Invent., II, 53 (p. i48

b
).

18 De Lib . Arb.y I, 5 (PL 32, 1227).
10
Q. 91, a 2, ad 2.
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things are therefore derived from the common principles of

the natural law by way of conclusions: e.g ., that one must
not kill may be derived as a conclusion from the principle

that one should do harm to no man; while some are derived

therefrom by way of determination: eg ., the law of nature

has it that the evil-doer should be punished, but that he be

punished in this or that way is a determination of the law of

nature.

Accordingly, both modes of derivation are found in the

human law. But those things which are derived in the first

way are contained in human law, not as emanating there-

from exclusively, but as having some force from the natural

law also. But those things which are derived in the second

way have no other force than that of human law.

Reply Obj. 1. The Philosopher is speaking of those en-

actments which are by way of determination or specification

of the precepts of the natural law.

Reply Obj. 2. This argument holds for those things that

are derived from the natural law by way of conclusion.

Reply Obj. 3. The common principles of the natural law
cannot be applied to all men in the same way because of the

great variety of human affairs, and hence arises the diversity

of positive laws among various people.

Reply Obj . 4. These words of the Jurist are to be under-

stood as referring to the decisions of rulers in determining

particular points of the natural law; and to these determina-

tions the judgment of expert and prudent men is related as

to its principles, in so far, namely, as they see at once what
is the best thing to decide. Hence the Philosopher says that,

in such matters, we ought to pay as much attention to the

undemonstrated sayings and opinions of persons who sur-

pass us in experience
} age and prudence, as to their demon-

Hrations .
20

Mth

,

VI, 11 (1143b 11).



GRACE

Question CIX

ON THE EXTERIOR PRINCIPLE OF HUMAN ACTS,
NAMELY, THE GRACE OF GOD

{In Ten Articles

)

We must now consider the exterior principle of human acts,

i.e., God, in so far as, through grace, we are helped by Him
to do the right. First, we must consider the grace of God;
secondly, its cause; 1 thirdly, its effects.

2

The first point of consideration will be threefold, for we
shall consider (i) the necessity of grace; (2) grace itself, as

to its essence; 3
(3) its division 4

Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry (1)

Whether without grace man can know any truth? (2)

Whether without God’s grace man can do or will any good?

(3) Whether without grace man can love God above all

things? (4) Whether without grace man can keep the coim

mandments of the Law through his natural powers? (5)
Whether without grace he can merit eternal life? (6) Whether
without grace man can prepare himself for grace? (7)

Whether without grace he can rise from sin? (8) Whether
without grace man can avoid sin? (9) Whether man, having

received grace, can do good and avoid sin without any further

divine help? (10) Whether he can of himself persevere in

good?

First Article

WHETHER WITHOUT GRACE MAN CAN KNOW ANY TRUTH?

We proceed thus to the First Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man can

know no truth. For on x Cor. xii. 3 {No man can say
,
the

a
Q. 1x2.

a
Q. 113.

3
Q. no. *Q. in.
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Lord Jesus
,
but oy the Holy Ghost) the Gloss of Ambrose

says: Every truth
,
by whomsoever spoken

,
is from the Holy

Ghost

P

Now the Holy Ghost dwells in ns by grace. There-

fore we cannot know truth without grace.

Ob] . 2. Further, Augustine says that the most certain sci-

ences are like things Ut up by the sun so as to be seen . Now
God Himself is He Who illumines, while reason is in the

mind as sight is in the eye, and the eyes of the mind are

the senses of the soulp Now the bodily senses, however pure,

cannot see any visible thing without the sun’s light. There-

fore the human mind, however perfect, cannot, by reasoning,

know any truth without divine light; and this pertains to

the aid of grace.

Obj. 3. Further, the human mind can understand truth

only by thinking, as is clear from Augustine.7 But the Apostle

says (2 Cor. iii. 5)
* Not that we are sufficient to think any-

thing of ourselves, as of ourselves; but our sufficiency is

from God . Therefore man cannot, of himself, know truth

without the help of grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says I do not approve having
said in the prayer: 0 God, Who dost wish the sinless alone

to know the truth ; for it may be answered that many who
are not sinless know many truths .

s Now man is cleansed

from sin by grace, according to Ps. 1 . 12: Create a clean

heart in me, 0 God, and renew a right spirit within my
bowels . Therefore without grace man of himself can know
truth.

I answer that, To know truth is a certain use or act of

intellectual light, since, according to the Apostle (Ephes . v.

13) : All that is made manifest is light . Now every use im-
plies some movement, taking movement broadly, so as to call

thinking and willing movements, as is clear from the Philoso-

pher.9 But in corporeal things we see that for movement
there is required not merely the form which is the principle

of the movement or action, but also the motion of the first

mover. Now the first mover in the order of corporeal things

is the body of the heavens. Hence no matter how perfectly

fire has heat, it would not bring about alteration, except by
B
Peter Lombard, In I Cor., super XII, 3 (PL 191, 1631) ;

cf. Glossa

ordm. (VI, 5 2A).
6
Sold., I, 6 (PL 32, 875).

7 De Trin., XIV,

7 (PL 42, 1043).
8
Retract., I, 4 (PL 32, 589).

0 De An., HI,

4 (429b 25); 7 (431a 4).
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the motion of the body of the heavens. But it is clear that,

just as all corporeal movements are reduced to the motion
of the body of the heavens as to the first corporeal mover,
so all movements, both corporeal and spiritual, are reduced
to the absolutely First Mover, Who is God And hence no
matter how perfect a corporeal or spiritual nature is supposed
to be, it cannot proceed to its act unless it be moved by God
Now this motion is according to the plan of His providence,

and not by a necessity of nature, as the motion of the body
of the heavens. But not only is every motion from God as

from the First Mover, but all formal perfection is from Him
as from the First Act. Hence the action of the intellect, or of

any created being whatsoever, depends upon God in two
ways: first, inasmuch as it is from Him that it has the form
whereby it acts, secondly, inasmuch as it is moved by Him
to act.

Now every form bestowed on created things by God has
power for a determined act, which it can effect m proportion

to its own proper endowment, and beyond this act it is

powerless, except by a superadded form, as water can heat

only when heated by the fire. And thus, the human under-

standing has a form, viz
,
intelligible light itself, which of it-

self is sufficient for knowing certain intelligible truths, viz.,

those we can come to know through sensible things. Higher

intelligible truths the human intellect cannot know, unless

it be perfected by a stronger light, viz
,
the light of faith or of

prophecy, which is called the light of grace
,
inasmuch as it

is added to nature.

Hence we must say that for the knowledge of any truth

whatsoever man needs divine help in order that the intellect

may be moved by God to its act. But he does not need a new
illumination added to his natural light in order to know the

truth in all things, but only in those that surpass his natural

knowledge. And yet at times God miraculously instructs some

by His grace in things that can be known by natural reason,

even as He sometimes brings about miraculously what nature

can do.

Reply Obj . 1 . Every truth, by whomsoever spoken, is from

the Holy Ghost as bestowing the natural light, and moving

us to understand and to speak the truth
;
but not as dwelling

in us by sanctifying grace, or as bestowing any habitual gift

superadded to nature. For this takes place only with regard
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to knowing and speaking certain truths, and especially in

regard to such as pertain to faith, of which the Apostle was
speaking.

Reply Ob). 2. The material sun sheds its light outside us,

but the intelligible Sun, Who is God, shines within us. Hence
the natural light bestowed upon the soul is God’s illumina-

tion, whereby we are illumined to see what pertains to natu-

ral knowledge; and for this there is required no further il-

lumination, but only for such things as surpass natural

knowledge.

Reply Ob)

.

3. We always need God’s help for every

thought, inasmuch as He moves the intellect to act; for to

understand anything actually is to think, as is clear from
Augustine.10

Second Article

WHETHER MAN CAN WILE OR DO ANY GOOD WITHOUT GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can will and do good
without grace. For that is in man’s power of which he is

master. Now man is master of his acts, and especially of his

willing, as was stated above.11 Hence man, of himself, can
will and do good without the help of grace.

Ob 2. Further, any being has more power over what is

according to its nature than over what is beyond its nature.

Now sin is against nature, as Damascene says; 12 whereas

the work of virtue is according to the nature of men, as was
stated above.13 Therefore, since man can sin of himself,

much more would it seem that of himself he can will and do
good.

Ob), 3. Further, the good of the intellect is truth, as the

Philosopher says.14 Now the intellect can of itself know truth,

even as every other thing can perform its natural operation

of itself. Therefore, much more can man, of himself, do and
will good.

On the contrary
,
The Apostle says {Rom. ix. 16) : It is not

of him that willeth
}
namely, to will, nor of him that runneth,

10Pe Trin.j XIV, 7 (PL 42, 1043).
n
Q. 1, a. 1; q. 13, a. 6.

Fide Orth H, 4; 3° (PG 94 > 876; 97^) ; cf. op. cit TV, 20

(FG 94, 1196).
13
Q. 71, a. x. th.x VI, 2 (1139a 27).



Q. 109. Art. 2 THE NECESSITY OF GRACE 635

namely, to run, but of God that showeth mercy . And Augus-
tine says that without grace men do nothing good when they
either think or will or love or actp

I answer that
,
Man’s nature may be looked at in two ways:

first, in its integrity, as it was in our first parent before sin;

secondly, as it is corrupted in us after the sm of our first

parent. Now in both states human nature needs the help of

God, as First Mover, to do or will any good whatsoever, a?

was stated abc ve. But in the state of integrity of nature, as

regards the suJiciency of operative power, man by his natural

endowments could will and do the good proportioned to his

nature, which is the good of acquired virtue; but he could not

do the good that exceeded his nature, which is the good of

infused virtue. But in the state of corrupted nature, man falls

short even of what he can do by his nature, so that he is un-
able to fulfill all of it by his own natural powers. Yet because

human nature is not altogether corrupted by sin, namely, so

as to be shorn of every good of nature, even in the state of

corrupted nature it can, by virtue of its natural endowments,
perform some particular good, such as to build dwellings,

plant vineyards, and the like; yet it cannot do all the good
natural to it, so as to fall short in nothing. In the same way,
a sick man can of himself make some movements, yet he can-

not be perfectly moved with the movement of one in health,

unless by the help of medicine he be cured.

Hence in the state of the integrity of nature, man needs a

gratuitous strength superadded to natural strength for one

reason, viz., in order to do and will supernatural good; but

in the state of corrupted nature he needs it for two reasons,

viz., in order to be healed and, furthermore, in order to carry

out works of supernatural virtue, which are meritorious. Be-

yond this, in both states man needs the divine help that he
may be moved to act well.

Reply Ob;. 1. Man is master of his acts, both of his willing

and not willing, because of the deliberation of reason, which

can be bent to one side or another. And although he is master

of his deliberating or not deliberating, yet this can only be by
a previous deliberation; and since this cannot go on to in

finity, we must come at length to this, that man’s free choice

is moved by an extrinsic principle, which is above the human
mind, namely, by God, as the Philosopher proves in the chap-

35 De Corrept . et Grat

,

II (PL 44, 917).
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ter on Good Fortune.1® Hence the mind even of an uncor-

rupted man is not so master of its act that it does not need to

be moved by God
;
and much more needy is the free choice

of man weakened by sin, whereby it is hindered from good

by the corruption of its nature.

Reply Obj . 2. To sin is nothing else than to fail in the good

which belongs to any being according to its nature Now, as

every created thing has its being from another, and, consid-

ered in itself, is nothing, so does it need to be conserved by
another m the good which pertains to its nature. For it can

of itself fail in good, even as of itself it can fall into non-

existence, unless it is conserved by God.
Reply Obj. 3. Man cannot even know truth without di-

vine help, as was stated above. And yet human nature is more
corrupted by sm in regard to the desire for good, than in re-

gard to the knowledge of truth.

Third Article

WHETHER BY HIS OWN NATURAL POWERS AND WITHOUT
GRACE MAN CAN LOVE GOD ABOVE ALL THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man cannot

love God above all things by his own natural powers. For to

love God above all things is the proper and principal act of

charity. Now of himself man cannot possess charity, since the

chanty of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Roly
Ghost Who is given to us, as it is said Rom. v. 5. Therefore
man by his natural powers alone cannot love God above all

Jungs.

Obj. 2. Further, no nature can rise above itself. But to

love anything more than itself is to tend to something above
itself. Therefore without the help of grace no created nature

can love God above itself.

Obj 3. Further, to God, Who is the Highest Good, is due
the highest love, which is that He be loved above all things

Now without grace man is not capable of giving God the
highest love, which is His due

,
otherwise it would be useless

to add grace. Hence man, without grace, cannot love God
above all things through his natural powers alone.

16
Cf. Eth. Eudem VII, 14 (1248a 14).
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On the contrary, As some maintain, man was first made
with only natural endowments .

17 In that state it is manifest

that he loved God to some extent. But he did not love God
equally with himself, or less than himself, or otherwise he
would have sinned. Therefore he loved God above himself.

Therefore man, by his natural powers alone, can love God
more than himself and above all things.

I answer that, As was said above in the First Part, where
the various opinions concerning the natural love of the angels

were set forth, in the state of integral nature man could, by
his natural power, do his connatural good without the addi-

tion of any gratuitous gift, though not without the help of

God moving him .

18 Now to love God above all things is natu-

ral to man and to every nature, not only rational but irra-

tional, and even inanimate, according to the matter of love

which can belong to each creature. The reason for this is that

it is natural to all to seek and love things according as they

are naturally fit [to be sought and loved] since all things act

according as they are naturally jit, as is stated in Physics ii .
19

Now it is manifest that the good of the part is for the good of

the whole. Hence everything, by its natural appetite and love,

loves its own proper good because of the common good of the

whole universe, which is God. Hence Dionysius says that God
leads everything to the love of Himself?0 Hence in the state

of integral nature man referred the love of himself and of all

other things to the love of God as to its end
;
and thus he loved

God more than himself and above all things. But in the state

of corrupted nature man falls short of this in the appetite of

his rational will, which, unless it be cured by God's grace,

follows its private good, because of the corruption of nature.

And so we must say that in the state of integral nature man
did not need the gift of grace added to his natural endow-

ments in order to love God above all things naturally, al-

though he needed God’s help moving him to it, but in the

state of corrupted nature, man needs, even for this, the help

of grace healing his nature.

Reply Ob). 1. Charity loves God above all things in a

higher way than nature does. For nature loves God above all

things inasmuch as He is the beginning and the end of natu-

ral good; whereas charity loves Him according as He is the

17 Cf above, S. T.}
I, q 95 , a 1.

18
S. T.

} I, q 60, a $ Aris-

totle, Phys., II, 8 (199a 10).
20 De Div . Nom, TV, 10 (PG 3, 708).
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object of beatitude, and inasmuch as man has a spiritual fel-

lowship with God. Moreover, charity adds to the natural love

of God a certain quickness and joy, in the same way that every

habit of virtue adds to the good act which is done merely by
the natural reason of a man who has not the habit of virtue.

Reply Obj. 2. When it is said that no nature can rise

above itself, we must not understand this as if it could not be

directed to any object above itself; for it is clear that our

intellect by its natural knowledge can know things above it-

self, as is shown in our natural knowledge of God. But we are

to understand that nature cannot rise to an act exceeding the

proportion of its strength. Now tp love God above all things

is not such an act, for it is natural to every creature, as was
said above.

Reply Ob}. 3. Love is said to be highest not only with re-

gard to the degree of love, but also with regard to the motive

of loving, and the mode of love. And thus the highest degree

of love is that whereby chanty loves God as the giver of

beatitude, as was said above.

Fourth Article

WHETHER MAN, WITHOUT GRACE AND BY HIS OWN NATURAI
POWERS, CAN FULFILL THE COMMANDMENTS OF THE LAW?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article '

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man without grace, and

by his own natural powers, can fulfill the commandments oi

the Law. For the Apostle says (Rom. ii 14) that the Gen-

tiles, who have not the law
,
do by nature those things that an

of the Law . Now what a man does naturally he can do of him-

self without grace. Hence a man can fulfill the command*
ments of the Law without grace.

Obj. ?. Further, Jerome says that they are anathema whc
say God has laid impossibilities upon man .

21 Now what £

man cannot fulfill by himself is impossible to him. Therefore

a man can fulfill all the commandments of himself.

Obj. 3. Further, of all the commandments of the Law, the

greatest is this, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with th3
whole heart (Matt. xxii. 37). Now man can fulfill this com-

mand by his natural powers, by loving God above all things

51 Ct Pelagius, Epkt., I, 16 (PL 30, 32).
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as was stated above. Therefore man can fulfill all the com-
mandments of the Law without grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says that it is part of the
heresy of the Pelagians that they believe that without grace
man can fulfill all the divtne commandments

?

2

I answer that

,

There are two ways of fulfilling the com-
mandments of the Law.—The first regards the substance of

works, as when a man does works of justice, fortitude, and
of other virtues. And in this way man in the state of integral

nature could fulfill all the commandments of the Law, or

otherwise he would have been unable not to sin in that state,

since to sin is nothing else than to transgress the divine com-
mandments. But in the state of corrupted nature man can-

not fulfill all the divine commandments without healing

grace. Secondly, the commandments of the Law can be ful-

filled not merely as regards the substance of the act, but also

as regards the mode of acting, i.e their being done out of

charity. And in this way, neither in the state of integral na-

ture, nor in the state of corrupted nature can man fulfill the

commandments of the Law without grace. Hence, Augustine,

having stated that without grace men can do no good what-

ever
, adds: Not only do they know by its light what to do,

but by its help they do lovingly what they know?* Beyond
this, in both states they need the help of God’s motion in

order to fulfill the commandments, as was stated above.

Reply Ob), x. As Augustine says, do not be disturbed at hh
saying that they do by nature those things that are of the

Law; for the Spirit of grace works this
,
in order to restore in

us the image of God, after which we were naturally made

,

24

Reply Obj. 2, What we can do with the divine assistance is

not altogether impossible to us; for according to the Philoso-

pher: What we can do through our friends
,
we can do, in

some sense
,
by ourselves

?

6 Hence Jerome concedes that our

will is in such a way free that we must confess we still always

require God's help?*

Reply Ob). 3. Manxannot, with his purely natural endow-

ments, fulfill the precept of the love of God according as it is

fulfilled through charity, as was stated above.
22 De Haeres 88 (PL 42, 47).

23 De Corrept. et Grat II (PL 44.

917). *De Spir . et Litt., XXVII (PL 44 , 229).
25 Eth., EH, 3

(nxab 27).
36

Cf. Pelagius, Libellus Ftdei ad Innocentium (PL 45,,

171S).
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Fifth Article

Whether man can merit eternal lire without grace?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can merit eternal life

without grace. For our Lord says (Matt. xix. 17): If thou

wilt enter into life, keep the commandments

;

from which it

would seem that to enter into eternal life rests with man’s
will. But what rests with our will, we can do of ourselves.

Hence it seems that man can merit eternal life of himself.

Obj

.

2. Further, eternal life is the wage or reward bestowed

by God on men, according to Matt

.

v. 12. Your reward is

very great in heaven . But wage or reward is meted by God
to everyone according to his works, according to Ps. lxi. 13:

Thou wilt render to every man according to his works . Hence,
since man is master of his works, it seems that it is within

his power to reach eternal life.

Obj. 3. Further, eternal life is the last end of human life.

Now every natural thing by its natural endowments can at-

tain its end. Much more, therefore, can man attain to eternal

life by his natural endowments, without grace.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. vi. 23): The
grace of God is life everlasting. And, as the Gloss says, this is

said that we may understand that God
, of His own mercy,

leads us to everlasting life .
27

I answer that, Acts leading to an end must be propor-

tioned to the end. But no act exceeds the proportion of its

active principle; and hence we see in natural things that

nothing can by its operation bring about an effect which ex-

ceeds its active power, but only such as is proportioned to its

power. Now eternal life is an end exceeding the proportion of

human nature, as is clear from what we have said above.28

Hence man, by his natural powers, cannot produce meritori-

ous works proportioned to eternal life; but for this a higher

power is needed, viz., the power of grace. And thus, without
'grace, man cannot merit eternal life; yet he can perform
works leading to a good which is connatural to man, as to

* Glossa ordin. (VI, 15F)
; Peter Lombard, In Rom

,

super VI, 23
(PL 191, 1412).—Cf. St. Augustine, Enchir., CVH (PL 40, 282),
80 Q 5> 5 .
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toil in the fields, to drink
,
to eat, or to have friends, and the

like, as Augustine says in his third Reply to the Pelagians .
2S

Reply Obj. 1. Man, by his will, does works meritorious of

eternal life; but, as Augustine says in the same book, for this

it is necessary that the will of man should be prepared with
grace by God.30

Reply Obj. 2. As the Gloss says upon Rom. vi. 23 (The
grace of God is life everlasting) : It is certain that everlast-

ing life is meted to good works; but the works to which it is

meted belong to God's grace?1 What is more, it has been said

that to fulfill the commandments of the Law, in their due
way, whereby their fulfillment may be meritorious, requires

grace.

Reply Obj . 3. This objection has to do with the natural

end of man. Now human nature, since it is nobler, can be
raised by the help of grace to a higher end, which lower na-
tures can in no way reach

;
even as a man who can recover his

health by th,e help of medicines is better disposed to health

than one who can in no way recover it, as the Philosopher ob-

serves.32

Sixth Article

WHETHER A MAN, BY HIMSELF AND WITHOUT THE EXTERNAL
AID OF GRACE, CAN PREPARE HIMSELF FOR GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :

—

Objection 1 . It would seem that man, by himself and with-

out the external help of grace, can prepare himself for grace.

For nothing impossible is laid upon man, as was stated above.

But it is written (Zach

.

i. 3) : Turn ye to Me . . . and I

will turn to you

.

Now to prepare for grace is nothing more
than to turn to God. Therefore it seems that man of himself,

and without the external help of grace, can prepare himself

for grace.

Obj. 2. Further, man prepares himself for grace by doing

what is in him to do, since, if man does what is in him to do,

God will not deny him grace; for it is written (Matt. vii. 11)

that God gives His good Spirit to them that ask Rim. But

Pseudo-Augustine, Rypognost., HI, 4 (PL 45, 1624).
30

Ibid*
81
Peter Lombard, In Rom., super VI, 23 (PL 191, 1412)

M De
Caelo, II, 12 (292b 13).
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what is in our power, is in us to do. Therefore it seems to be
in our power to prepare ourselves for grace.

Obj . 3. Further, if a man needs grace in order to prepare

for grace, with equal reason will he need grace to prepare

himself for the first grace
,
and thus to infinity, which is im-

possible. Hence it seems that we must not go beyond what
was said first, viz., that man, of himself and without grace,

can prepare himself for grace.

Obj. 4. Further, it is written (Prov . xvi. 1) that it is the

part of man to prepare the soul. Now an action is said to be

the part of a man when he can do it by himself. Hence it

seems that man by himself can prepare himself for grace.

On the contrary, It is written {Jo. vi 44) : No man can

come to Me except the Father, Who hath sent Me, draw him .

But if man could prepare himself, he would not need to be
drawn by another. Hence man cannot prepare himself with-

out the help of grace.

I answer that, The preparation of the human will for good
is twofold:—the first, whereby it is prepared to operate

rightly and to enjoy God; and this preparation of the will

cannot take place without the habitual gift of grace, which
is the principle of meritorious works, as was stated above.

There is a second way in which the human will may be
taken to be prepared for the gift of habitual grace itself. Now
in order that man prepare himself to receive this gift, it is

not necessary to presuppose any further habitual gift in the

soul, otherwise we should go on to infinity. But we must pre-

suppose a gratuitous gift of God, Who moves the soul in-

wardly or inspires the good wish. For it is in these two ways
that we need the divine assistance, as was stated above. Now
that we need the help of God to move us, is manifest. For
since every agent acts for an end, every cause must direct

its effect to its end; and hence since the order of ends is ac-

cording to the order of agents or movers, man must be
directed to the last end by the motion of the first mover, and
to the proximate end by the motion of any of the subordinate

movers. So, too, the spirit of the soldier is bent towards seek-

ing the victory by the motion of the leader of the army—and
towards following the standard of a regiment by the motion
of the standard-bearer. And thus, since God is absolutely the
First Mover, it is by His motion that everything seeks Him
under the common notion of good, whereby everything seeks
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to be likened to God in its own way. Hence Dionysius says
that God turns all to Himself But He directs just men to

Himself as to a special end, which they seek and to which
they wish to cling, according to Ps. lxxii. 28, it is good for Me
to adhere to my God . And that they are turned to God can
only spring from God’s having turned them. Now to prepare
oneself for grace is, as it were, to be turned to God

;
just as

whoever has his eyes turned away from the light of the sun
prepares himself to receive the sun’s light, by turning his

eyes towards the sun. Hence it is clear that man cannot pre-

pare himself to receive the light of grace except by the gratu-

itous help of God moving him inwardly.

Reply Obj . 1. Man’s turning to God is by free choice; and
thus man is bidden to turn himself to God. But free choice

can be turned to God only when God turns it, according to

Jer. xxxi. 18: Convert me and I shall be converted
, for Thou

art the Lord, my God; and Lament . v. 21: Convert us, 0
Lord, to Thee, and we shall be converted.

Reply Obj . 2. Man can do nothing unless moved by God,
according to John xv. 5: Without Me, you can do nothing .

Hence when a man is said to do what is in him to do, this is

said to be m his power according as he is moved by God.
Reply Obj . 3. This objection regards habitual grace, for

which some preparation is required, since every form requires

a disposition in that which is to be its subject. But in order

that man should be moved by God, no further motion is pre<

supposed, since God is the First Mover. Hence we need not

go to infinity.

Reply Obj. 4. It is the part of man to prepare his soul,

since he does this by his free choice. And yet he does not do

this without the help of God moving him, and drawing him
to Himself, as was said above.

Seventh Article

WHETHER MAN CAN RISE FROM SIN WITHOUT THE HELP
OF GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can rise from .sin

without the help of grace. For what is presupposed to grace

33 De Div. Nom., IV, 10 (PG 3, 708).
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takes place without grace But to rise from sin is presupposed

to the illumination of grace, since it is written (Ephes . v.

14) : Arise from the dead and Christ shall enlighten thee .

Therefore man can rise from sin without grace.

Ob}. 2. Further, sin is opposed to virtue as illness to health,

as was stated above.34 Now man, by force of his nature, can

rise from illness to health, without the external help of medi-

cine, since there still remains in him the principle of life, from
which natural operation proceeds. Hence it seems that, with
equal reason, man may be restored by himself, and return

from the state of sin to the state of justice without the help

of external grace.

Obj . 3. Further, every natural thing can return by itself to

the act befitting its nature, as hot water returns by itself to

its natural coldness, and a stone cast upwards returns by it-

self to its natural movement. Now sin is an act against na-
ture, as is clear from Damascene.35 Hence it seems that man
by himself can return from sin to the state of justice.

On the contrary

,

The Apostle says {Gal. ii. 21 [cf. iii.

21] ) : For if there had been a law given which could give life,

then Christ died in vain, i.e., to no purpose. Hence with equal

reason, if man has a nature whereby he can be justified,

Christ died in vain, i e to no purpose But this cannot fit-

tingly be said. Therefore he cannot be justified by himself,

i.e., he cannot return from a state of sin to a state of justice.

I answer that
,
Man by himself can in no way rise from sin

without the help of grace. For since sin is transient as to the

act and abiding in its guilt, as was stated above,36 to rise from
sin is not the same as to cease from the act of sin; but to rise

from sin means that man has restored to him what he lost by
sinning. Now man incurs a triple loss by sinning, as was
shown above,37 viz., stain, corruption of natural good, and
debt of punishment. He incurs a stain, inasmuch as he for-

feits the adornment of grace through the deformity of sin.

Natural good is corrupted, inasmuch as man’s nature is dis-

ordered because man’s will is not subject to God’s; and when
this order is overthrown, the consequence is that the whole
nature of sinful man remains disordered. Lastly, there is the

81
Q. 7i» a. x, ad 3. ™De Fide Orth , II, 4; 30 (PG 94, 876; 976) ;

cf. op. cit., IV, 20 (PG 94, 1196).
36
Q. 87, a 6.

37
Q. 85, a. 1;

q. 86, a. ij q. 87, a. 1.
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debt of punishment, inasmuch as by sinning man deserves
eternal damnation.

Now it is manifest that none of these three can be restored

except by God. For since the adornment of grace comes from
the illumination of the divine light, this adornment cannot be
brought back, except God give His light anew. Hence a
habitual gift is necessary; and this is the light of grace. Like-
wise, the order of nature can be restored, i.e., man’s will can
be subject to God, only when God draws man’s will to Him-
self, as was stated above. So, too, the guilt of eternal punish-

ment can be remitted by God alone, against Whom the

offense was committed and Who is man’s Judge. And thus, in

order that man rise from sin there is required the help of

grace, both as regards a habitual gift and as regards the in-

ternal motion of God.
Reply Obj. 1. To man is bidden that which pertains to the

act of free choice, as this act is required in order that man
should rise from sin. Hence when it is said, Arise

,
and Christ

shall enlighten thee
, we are not to think that the complete

rising from sin precedes the illumination of grace; but that

when man by his free choice, moved by God, strives to rise

from sin, he receives the light of justifying grace.

Reply Obj. 2. The natural reason is not the sufficient prin-

ciple of the health that is in man by justifying grace. The
principle of this health is grace, which is taken away by sin.

Hence man cannot be restored by himself, but requires the

light of grace to be poured upon him an$w, as if the soul were
infused into a dead body for its resurrection.

Reply Obj. 3. When nature is integral, it can be restored by
itself to what is befitting and proportioned to it; but without

exterior help it cannot be restored to what surpasses its

limits. And thus human nature, undone by reason of the act

of sin, remains no longer integral, but corrupted, as was
stated above; nor can it be restored, by itself, even to its con-

natural good, and much less to the good of supernatural

justice.

Eighth Article

WHETHER MAN WITHOUT GRACE CAN AVOID SIN?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article *

—

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man can
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avoid sin. For no one sins in what he cannot avoid, as Augus-
tine says.38 Hence, if a man in mortal sm cannot avoid sin,

it would seem that in sinning he does not sin, which is impos-

sible.

Ob}. 2. Further, men are corrected that they may not sin.

If, therefore, a man in mortal sin cannot avoid sin, correction

would seem to be given to no purpose; which is absurd.

Ob}. 3. Further, it is written (Ecclus . xv. 18) : Before man
is life and death, good and evil; that which he shall choose

shall be given him . But by sinning no one ceases to be a man.
Hence it is still in his power to choose good or evil; and thus

man can avoid sin without grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says: Whoever denies that we
ought to say the prayer cLead us not into temptation9

(and
they deny it who maintain that the help of God's grace is not

necessary to man for salvation, but that the gift of the law is

enough for the human will) ought without doubt to be re-

moved beyond all hearing, and to be anathematized by the

tongues of all

.

39

I answer that, We may speak of man in two ways: first, in

the state of integral nature; secondly, in the state of cor-

rupted nature. Now in the state of integral nature, man, even
without habitual grace, could avoid sinning either mortally or

venially, since to sin is nothing else than to stray from what
is according to our nature—and in the state of integral na-
ture man could avoid this. Nevertheless, he could not have
done it without God’s help upholding him in good, since if

this had been withdrawn, even his nature would have fallen

back into nothingness.

But in the state of corrupted nature man needs grace to

heal his nature in order that he may entirely abstain from
sin. And in the present life this healing is wrought first in the

mind, since the carnal appetite is not yet entirely healed.

Hence the Apostle (Rom. vii. 25) says in the person of one
who is healed: I myself, with the mind, serve the law of God,
but with the flesh, the law of sin. And in this state man can
abstain from all mortal sin, whose source is in the reason, as

was stated above; 40 but man cannot abstain from all venial

sin because of the corruption of his lower appetite of sensual-
88De Duab . Anim X; XI (PL 42, 103; 105) ; De Lib . Arb., III, 18

(PL 32, 1295). Perfect. lust., XXI (PL 44, 317). °Q.

74, a. 4.
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ity. For man can, indeed, repress each of its movements (and
hence they are sinful and voluntary), but not all, because,
while he is resisting one, another may arise, and also because
the reason is not always alert to avoid these movements, as

was said above .

41

So, too, before man’s reason, wherein is mortal sin, is re-

stored by justifying grace, he can avoid each mortal sin, and
for a time, since it is not necessary that he should always be
actually sinning. But it cannot be that he remains for a long

time without mortal sin. Hence Gregory says that a sin not at

once taken away by repentance
, by its weight drags us down

to other sins,
42 and this because, as the lower appetite ought

to be subject to the reason, so should the reason be subject to

God, and should place in Him the end of its will. Now it is

by the end that all human acts ought to be regulated, even as

it is by the judgment of the reason that the movements of the

lower appetite should be regulated. And thus, even as inordi-

nate movements of the sensitive appetite cannot help occur-

ring since the lower appetite is not subject to reason, so like-

wise, since man’s reason is not entirely subject to God, the
consequence is that many disorders occur in the acts itself of

the reason. For when man’s heart is not so fixed on God as to

be unwilling to be parted from Him for the sake of finding

any good or avoiding any evil, many things happen for the

achieving or avoiding of which a man strays from God and
breaks His commandments, and thus sins mortally, espe-

cially since, when surprised, a man acts according to his pre-

conceived end and his pre-existing habits, as the Philosopher

says
,

43 although with the premeditation of his reason a man
may do something outside the order of his preconceived end
and the inclination of his habit. But because a man cannot

always have this premeditation, it cannot help occurring that

he acts in accordance with his will turned aside from God,

unless, by grace, he is quickly brought back to the due order.

Reply Obj . 1. Man can avoid each but not every act of sin,

except by grace, as was stated above. Nevertheless, since it is

by his own shortcoming that he does not prepare himself to

have grace, the fact that he cannot avoid sin without grace

does not excuse him from sin.

Reply Obj . 2. Correction is useful in order that out of the
n
Q. 74, a. 3, ad 2.

43 In Ezech I, hom. 2 (PL 76, 915).
43 Eth.} III, 8 (1117a 18),
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sorrow of correction may spring the wish to be regenerate;

if indeed he who is corrected is a son of promise, in such sort

that while the noise of correction is outwardly resounding

and punishing, God by hidden inspirations is inwardly also

causing him to will, as Augustine says.44 Correction is there-

fore necessary, from the fact that man’s will is required in

order to abstain from sin; and yet it is not sufficient without

God’s help. Hence it is written
(
Eccles

.

vii. 14) : Consider the

works of God that no man can correct whom He hath de-

spised.

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says, this saying is to be under-

stood of man in the state of integral nature, when as yet he
was not a slave of sin.

45 Hence he was able to sin and not to

sin Now, too, whatever a man wills, is given to him; but his

willing good, he has by God’s assistance.

Ninth Article

WHETHER ONE WHO HAS ALREADY OBTAINED GRACE CAN,

OF HIMSELF AND WITHOUT FURTHER HELP OF GRACE,

DO GOOD AND AVOID SIN?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article

Objection 1. It would seem that whoever has already ob-

tained grace can, by himself and without further help of

grace, do good and avoid sin. For a thing is useless or imper-

fect, if it does not fulfill what it was given for. Now grace is

given to us that we may do good and keep from sin. Hence
if with grace man cannot do this, it seems that grace is either

useless or imperfect.

Obj . 2. Further, by grace the Holy Spirit dwells in us, ac-

cording to 1 Cor . iii. 16: Know you not that you are the

temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you?
Now since the Spirit of God is omnipotent, He is sufficient to

ensure our doing good and to keep us from sin. Hence a man
who has obtained grace can do the above two things without
any further assistance of grace.

Obj. 3. Further, if a man who has obtained grace needs
further aid of grace in order to live righteously and to keep
free from sin, with equal reason he will need yet another

“De Corrcpt. et Grat

,

I (PL 44, 921).
* Pseudo-Augustine,

Hypognost., Ill, 2 (PL 45, 1621).
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grace, even though he has obtained this first help of grace.
Therefore we must go on to infinity; which is impossible.
Hence, whoever is in grace needs no further help of grace in
order to work righteously and to keep free from sin.

On the contrary

,

Augustine says that as the eye of the
body

, though most healthy
,
cannot see unless tt is helped by

the brightness of light, so neither can a man, even if he is

most perfectly justified, live righteously unless he be helped
by the eternal light of justice ,

46 But justification is by grace,

according to Rom . iii. 24; Being justified freely by His grace.

Hence, even a man who already possesses grace needs a fur-

ther assistance of grace in order to live righteously.

I answer that, As was stated above, in order to live right-

eously a man needs a twofold help of God—first, a habitual

gift whereby corrupted human nature is healed, and after

being healed is lifted up so as to work deeds meritorious of

eternal life, which exceed the capability of nature. Secondly,

man needs the help of grace in order to be moved by God to

act.

Now with regard to the first kind of help, man does not need
a further hefp of grace, that is, a further infused habit. Yet
he needs the help of grace in another way, i e., in order to be
moved by God to act righteously; and this for two reasons:

first, for the general reason that no created thing can put

forth any act, unless by virtue of the divine motion; sec-

ondly, for this special reason—the condition of the state of

human nature. For, although healed by grace as to the mind,

yet it remains corrupted and poisoned in the flesh, whereby
it serves the law of sin (Rom . vii. 25). In the intellect, too,

there remains the darkness of ignorance, whereby, as is writ-

ten {Rom. viii. 26) : We know not what we should pray for as

we ought; since, because of the various turns of circum-

stances, and because we do not know ourselves perfectly, we
cannot fully know what is for our good, according to Wis . ix.

14: For the thoughts of mortal men are fearful and our coun-

sels uncertain. Hence we must be guided and guarded by
God, Who knows and can do all things. For this reason also

it is becoming in those who have been born again as sons of

God to say: Lead us not into temptation, and Thy Will be

done on earth as it is m heaven, and whatever else is con-

tained in the Lord’s Prayer pertaining to this.

46 De Nat . et Grat

,

XXVI (PL 44, 261).
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Reply Obj, 1. The gift of habitual grace is not therefore

given to us that we may no longer need the divine help
;
for

every creature needs to be preserved in the good received

from Him. Hence, if after having received grace man still

needs the divine help, it cannot be concluded that grace is

given to no purpose, or that it is imperfect, since man will

need the divine help even in the state of glory, when grace

shall be fully perfected. But here grace is to some extent im-

perfect, inasmuch as it does not completely heal man, as was
stated above.

Reply Obj

.

2. The operation of the Holy Ghost, which
moves and protects, is not circumscribed by the effect of

habitual grace which it causes in us; but beyond this effect

He, together with the Father and the Son, moves and protects

us.

Tenth Article

WHETHER HAH POSSESSED OF GRACE NEEDS THE HELP OF
GRACE IN ORDER TO PERSEVERE?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article :— h

Objection 1. It would seem that man possessed of grace

needs no help of grace to persevere. For perseverance is some-
thing less than virtue, even as continence is, as is clear from
the Philosopher.47 Now since man is justified by grace, he
needs no further help of grace in order to have the virtues.

Much less, therefore, does he need the help of grace to have
perseverance.

Obj . 2. Further, all the virtues are infused together. But
perseverance is put down as a virtue. Hence it seems that, to-

gether with grace, perseverance is given when the other vir-

tues are infused.

Obj, 3. Further, as the Apostle says {Rom, v. 20), more
was restored to man by Christ's gift than he had lost by
Adam’s sin. But Adam received what enabled him to per-

severe. Therefore, all the more is there restored m us by the

grace of Christ the ability to persevere. And thus man does

not need grace in order to persevere.,

On the contrary, Augustine says: Why is perseverance be-

sought of God, if it is not bestowed by God ? For is it not a
mocking request to seek what we know He does not give

,
and

47
JEth,, VII, 1 (1145b 1) > 9 (1151b 32).
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what is in our power without His giving it ?
48 Now persever-

ance is besought even by those who are sanctified by grace;

and this is seen when we say Hallowed be Thy name

,

which
Augustine confirms by the words of Cyprian.49 Hence man,
even when possessed of grace, needs perseverance to be
given to him by God.

/ answer that

,

Perseverance is taken in three ways. First,

to signify a habit of the mind whereby a man stands stead-

fastly, lest he be moved by the assault of sadness from what
is virtuous. And thus perseverance is to sadness as continence

is to concupiscence and pleasure, as the Philosopher says.50

Secondly, perseverance may be called a habit whereby a man
has the purpose of persevering in good until the end. And in

both these ways perseverance is infused together with grace,

even as are continence and the other virtues. Thirdly, perse-

verance is called the abiding in good to the end of life. And
in order to have this perseverance man does not, indeed, need

another habitual grace, but he needs the divine assistance

guiding and guarding him against the attacks of the passions,

as appears from the preceding article. And hence after any-

one has been justified by grace, he still needs to beseech God
for the aforesaid gift of perseverance, that he may be kept

from evil till the end ol his life. For grace is given to many tc

whom perseverance in grace is not given.

Reply Ob]

.

1. This objection regards the first mode of

perseverance, as the second objection regards the second.

Hence the solution of the second objection is clear.

Reply Obj. 3. As Augustine says, in the original state man
received a gift whereby he could persevere

,
but to persevere

was not given him . But now, by the grace of Christ
,
many

receive both the gift of grace whereby they may persevere

,

and the further gift of persevering .
61 And thus, Christ’s gift

is greater than Adam’s fault. Nevertheless, it was easier for

man to persevere through the gift of grace in the state of

innocence, m which the flesh was not rebellious against the

spirit, than it is now. For the restoration by Christ’s grace,

although it is already begun in the mind, is not yet completed

in the flesh, as it will be in heaven, where man will not merely

be able to persevere, but will be unable to sin.

48 De Dono Persev , II (PL 45* 996).
48 Ibid—Cf. also De Cor,

rept. et Gratv VI, 10 (PL 44, 922).
60 Mth

,

VII, 7 (ri^oa 13)
ta

Cf. De Corrept. et Grat

,

XII, 34 (PL 44, 937).



Question CXXI

ON THE CAUSE OF GRACE

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the cause of grace, and under this
head there are five points of inquiry: (i) Whether God alone
is the efficient cause of grace? (2) Whether any disposition
towards grace is needed on the part of the recipient, by an
act of free choice? (3) Whether such a disposition can make
grace follow of necessity? (4) Whether grace is equal in all?

(5) Whether anyone can know that he has grace?

First Article

WHETHER GOD ALONE IS THE CAUSE OF GRACE?

We proceed thus to the First Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that God alone is not the cause
of grace. For it is written (Jo. i. 17): Grace and truth came
by Jesus Christ . Now, by the name Jesus Christ is understood
not merely the divine nature assuming, but the created nature
assumed. Therefore a creature may be the cause of grace.

Obj. 2. Further, there is this difference between the sacra-
ments of the New Law and those of the Old, that the sacra-
ments of the New Law cause grace, whereas the sacraments
of the Old Law merely signify it. Now the sacraments of the
New Law are certain visible elements. Therefore God is not
the only cause of grace.

Obj 3. Further, according to Dionysius, Angels cleanse,
enlighten and perfect both lesser angels and menA Now the
rational creature is cleansed, enlightened and perfected by
grace. Therefore God is not the only cause of grace.
On the contrary, It is written

(Ps

.

Ixxxiii. 12): The Lord
will give grace and glory.

I answer that

,

Nothing can act beyond its species, since the
cause must always be more powerful than its effect. Now tlie
gift of grace surpasses every capability of created nature,
since it is nothing short of a partaking of the divine nature,
which exceeds every other nature. And thus it is impossible

CaeL Bier Ill, 2 ; IV, 2 , VII, 3 ; VIII, 2 (PC 3, 165 ; 180; 209:
240).
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that any creature should cause grace For it is as necessary
that God alone should deify, by bestowing a partaking of the
divine nature through a participated likeness, as it is impos-
sible that anything save fire should enkindle.

Reply Ob7. 1. Christ’s humanity is an organ of His divin-

ity, as Damascene says.2 Now an instrument does not bring
forth the action of the principal agent by its own power, but
in virtue of the principal agent. Hence Christ’s humanity
does not cause grace by its own power, but by the power of

the divine nature joined to it, whereby the actions of Christ’s

humanity are saving actions.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as in the person of Christ the humanity
causes our salvation by grace, under the principal agency of

the divine power, so likewise in the sacraments of the New
Law, which are derived from Christ, grace is instrumentally

caused by the sacraments, and principally by the power of

the Holy Ghost working in the sacraments, according to

John iii. 5: Unless a man be born again of water and the

Holy Ghost he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.
Reply Obj . 3. Angels cleanse, enlighten and perfect angels

or men, by instruction, and not by justifying them through
grace. Hence Dionysius says that this cleansing and enlight-

enment and perfecting is nothing else than the assumption of

divine science

.

3

Second Article

WHETHER ANY PREPARATION AND DISPOSITION FOR GRACE
IS REQUIRED ON MAN’S PART?

We proceed thus to the Second Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that no preparation or disposi-

tion for grace is required on man’s part, since, as the Apostle

says (Rom. iv. 4), To him that worketh
,
the reward is not

reckoned according to grace
,
but according to debt . Now a

man’s preparation by free choice can be only through some
operation. Hence it would do away with the notion of grace.

Obj. 2. Further, whoever continues sinning is not preparing

himself to have grace. But to some who continue sinning

grace is given, as is clear in the case of Paul, who received

»De Fide Orth., HI, 19 (PG 94, 1060).
8
Cf. Be Gael. Bier., VH,

3 (PG 3, 209).
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grace while he was breathing out threatenings and slaughter

against the disciples of the Lord (Acts ix 1). Hence no
preparation for grace is required on man’s part.

Ob], 3. Further, an agent of infinite power needs no dis-

position in matter, since it does not even require matter, as

appears in creation, to which grace is compared, for it is

called a new creature (Gal, vi. 15). But only God, Who has

infinite power, causes grace, as was stated above. Hence no
preparation is required on man’s part to obtain grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Amos iv. 12) : Be prepared

to meet thy God, O Israel

;

and {1 Kings vii. 3) : Prepare

your hearts unto the Lord

,

I answer that

,

As was stated above, grace is taken in two
ways.4 First, as a habitual gift of God Secondly, as a help

from God, Who moves the soul to good. Now taking grace in

the first sense, a certain preparation of grace is required for

it, since a form can be only in disposed matter. But if we
speak of grace as it signifies a help from God moving us to

good, no preparation is required on man’s pait, anticipating,

as it were, the divine help, but rather, every preparation in

man must be by the help of God moving the soul to good':

And thus even the good movement of free choice, whereby
anyone is prepared for receiving the gift of grace, is an act of

free choice moved by God. And it is thus that man is said to

prepare himself, according to Prov . xvi. 1 : It is the part of
man to prepare the soul; yet it is principally from God, Who
moves the free choice. Hence it is said that man’s will is pre-

pared by God {Prov, viii. 35), and that man’s steps are

guided by God {Prov, xxxvi. 23).
Reply Obj, 1. A certain preparation of man for grace is

simultaneous with the infusion of grace; and this operation

is meritorious, not indeed of grace, which is alieady possessed,

but of glory, which is not yet possessed. But there is another

imperfect preparation, which sometimes precedes the gift

of sanctifying grace, which yet is from God’s motion. But it

does not suffice for merit, since man is not yet justified by
grace, and merit can only arise from grace, as will be seen
farther on,6

Reply Ob], 2, Since a man cannot prepare himself for grace
unless God prevent and move him to good, it is of no account

4
Q. 109, a. 2, 3, 6 and 9; q. no, a. 2; q. hi, a. 2.

B
Q. 114, a. 2,
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whether anyone arrive at perfect preparation instantane-

ously, or step by step. For it is written (.Ecclus . xi. 23) . It is

easy in the eyes of God on a sudden to make the poor man
rich

.

Now it sometimes happens that God moves a man to

good, but not perfect good, and this preparation precedes

grace. But He sometimes moves him suddenly and perfectly

to good, and man receives grace suddenly, according to

John vi. 45. Every one that hath heard of the Father
,
and

hath learned,
cometh to Me. And thus it happened to Paul,

since, suddenly when he was in the midst of sin, his heart was
perfectly moved by God to hear, to learn, to come

,
and hence

he received grace suddenly.

Reply Ob 3. An agent of infinite power needs no matter

or disposition of matter, brought about by the action of some
other cause; and yet, looking to the condition of the thing

caused, it must cause, in the thing caused, both the matter

and the due disposition for the form. So, likewise, when God
infuses grace into a soul, no preparation is required which

He Himself does not bring about.

Third Article

WHETHER GRACE IS NECESSARILY GIVEN TO WHOEVER PRE-

PARES HIMSELF FOR IT, OR TO WHOEVER DOES WHAT
HE CAN?

We proceed thus to the Third Article .

—

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is necessarily given

to whoever prepares himself for grace, or to whoever does

what he can, because, on Rom. v. 1 (Being justified ... by

faith ,
let us have peace, etc.) the Gloss says: God welcomes

whoever flies to Him, otherwise there would be injustice with

Him® But it is impossible for injustice to be with God.

Therefore it is impossible for God not to welcome whoever

flies to Him Hence he receives grace of necessity.

Ob j. 2. Further, Anselm says that the reason why God does

not bestow grace on the devil is that he did not wish, nor

was he prepared, to receive it.
7 But if the cause be removed,

the effect must needs be removed also. Therefore, if anyone

is willing to receive grace it is bestowed on him of necessity-

0 Peter Lombard, In Rom, super III, 21 (PL 191, 1360).

Casu Diab.A III (PL 158, 3 28)«
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Ob). 3 . Further, good is diffusive of itself, as appears from
Dionysius.8 But the good of grace is better than the good of

nature. Hence, since natural forms necessarily come to dis-

posed matter, much more does it seem that grace is neces-

sarily bestowed on whoever prepares himself for grace.

On the contrary

,

Man is compared to God as clay to the

potter, according to Jer. xviii 6: As clay is m the hand of the

potter, so are you in My hand . But however much the clay is

prepared, it does not necessarily receive its shape from the

potter. Hence, however much a man prepares himself, he does

not necessarily receive grace from God.

I answer that
} As was stated above, man’s preparation for

grace is from God, as mover, and from free choice, as moved.
Hence the preparation may be looked at in two ways. First,

as it is from free choice, and thus there is no necessity that it

should obtain grace, since the gift of grace exceeds every

preparation of human power. But it may be considered, sec-

ondly, as it is from God the mover, and thus it has a neces-

sity—not indeed of coercion, but of infallibility—as regards

what it is ordained to by God, since God’s intention cannot
fail, according to the saying of Augustine, in his book On the

Predestination of the Saints

,

that by God's good gifts who-
ever is liberated

, is most certainly liberated .
9 Hence if God

intencfs, while moving, that the one whose heart He moves
should attain to grace, he will infallibly attain to it, accord-

ing to John vi. 45: Every one that hath heard of the Father,

and hath learned
,
cometh to Me.

Reply Ob). 1. This Gloss is speaking of such as fly to God
by a meritorious act of their free choice, already informed
with grace; for if they did not receive grace, it would be
against the justice which He Himself established.—Or if it

refers to the movement of free choice before grace, it is speak-

ing in the sense that man’s flight to God is by a divine mo-
tion, which ought not, in justice, to fail.

Reply Obj. 2. The first cause of the defect of grace is on
our part; but the first cause of the bestowal of grace is on
God’s, according to Osee xiii. 9: Destruction is thy own

, O
Israel; thy help is only m Me.
Reply Ob). 3. Even in natural things, the form does not

*De Div Norn., IV, 20 (PG 3, 719). *Cf. De Dono Persev „
XIV (PL 45, 1014).
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necessarily follow the disposition of the matter, except by the
power of the agent that causes the disposition.

Fourth Article

WHETHER GRACE IS GREATER IN ONE THAN IN ANOTHER?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article :

—

Objection i. It would seem that grace is not greater in one
than in another. For grace is caused in us by the divine love
as was stated above.10 Now it is written (Wis. vi. 8): He
made the little and the great and He hath equally care of all.

Therefore all obtain grace from Him equally.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is a maximum cannot be more or

less. But grace is a maximum since it joins us with our last

end. Therefore there is no greater or less in it. Hence it is not
greater in one than in another.

Obj . 3. Further, grace is the soul’s life, as was stated

above 11 But there is no greater or less in life. Hence, neither

is there in grace.

On the contrary, It is written
(Ephes . iv. 7) : But to every

one of us is given grace according to the measure of the giv-

ing of Christ. Now what is given in measure is not given to all

equally. Hence all have not an equal grace.

I answer that, As was stated above, habits can have a

double magnitude.12 One concerns the end or object, as when
a virtue is said to be more noble through being ordained to a

greater good; the other is on the part of the subject, which
participates more or less in the habit inhering to it.

Now as regards the first magnitude, sanctifying grace can-

not be greater or less, since, of its nature, grace joins man to

the highest good, which is God. But as regards the subject,

grace can receive more or less, inasmuch as one may be more
perfectly illumined by the light of grace than another. And a

certain reason for this is on the part of him who prepares

himself for grace; since he who is better prepared for grace

receives more grace. Yet it is not here that we must seek the

first cause of this diversity, since man prepares himself only

inasmuch as his free choice is prepared by God Hence the

first cause of this diversity is to be sought on the part of God,

10
Q. no, a, 1,

31
Q. no, a. x, ad 2.

33
Q. 52, a. 1 and 2

; q. 66,

a x and 2.
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Who dispenses His gifts of grace variously, in order that the

beauty and perfection of the Church may result from these

various degrees
,
even as He instituted the various conditions

of things, that the universe might be perfect. Hence, after the

Apostle had said (Ephes . iv 7)* To every one of us is given

grace according to the measure of the giving of Christ
,
having

enumerated the various graces, he adds (verse 12)

.

For the

perfecting of the saints . . . for the edifying of the body of

Christ .

Reply Obj. 1. The divine care may be looked at in two

ways. First, as regards the divine act, which is simple and
uniform; and thus His care looks equally to all, since by one

simple act He administers great things and little. But, sec-

ondly, it may be considered in those things which come to

creatures by the divine care; and thus, inequality is found,

inasmuch as God by His care provides greater gifts for some,

and lesser gifts for others.

Reply Ob). 2. This objection is based on the first kind of

magnitude in grace; since grace cannot be greater by ordain-

ing to a greater good, but inasmuch as it ordains more or less

to a greater or lesser participation of the same good. For
there may be diversity of intensity and remission both in

grace and in final glory as regards the subjects* participation.

Reply Obj. 3. Natural life pertains to man’s substance, and
hence cannot be more or less; but man partakes of the life of

grace accidentally, and hence man may possess it more or

less.

Fifth Article

WHETHER MAN CAN KNOW THAT HE HAS GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article :

—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can know that he has
grace. For grace is in the soul by its essence. Now the soul has
most certain knowledge of those things that are in it by their

essence, as appears from Augustine. 13 Hence grace may be
known most certainly by one who has grace.

Obj. 2. Further, as science is a gift of God, so is grace. But
whoever receives science from God, knows that he has
.science, according to Wis. vii. 17: The Lord hath given me

13 De Gened ad Litt.} XII, 25; 31 (PL 34, 473; 479).
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the true knowledge of the things that are . Hence, with equal
reason, whoever receives grace from God, knows that he has
grace.

Obj. 3. Further, light is more knowable than darkness,
since, according to the Apostle (Ephes . v. 13), all that is

made manifest is light. Now sin, which is spiritual darkness,
may be known with certainty by one that is in sin. Much
more, therefore, may grace, which is spiritual light, be
known.

Ob], 4. Further, the Apostle says (z Cor. ii. 12) : Now we
have received not the Spirit of this world

,
but the Spirit that

is of God ; that we may know the things that are given us
from God. Now grace is God’s first gift. Hence, the man who
receives grace by the Holy Spirit, by the same Holy Spirit

knows the grace given to him.

Obf. 5. Further, it was said by the Lord to Abraham {Gem
xxii 12): Now I know that thou fearest God

>
i.e. }

I have
made thee know. But He is speaking there of chaste fear,,

which is not apart from grace. Hence a man may know that

he has grace.

On the contrary
,
It is written (Eccles . ix. x) : Man know-

eth not whether he be worthy of love or hatred. Now sancti-

fying grace maketh a man worthy of God’s love. Therefore n<>

one can know whether he has sanctifying grace.

I answer that
,
There are three ways of knowing a thing.,

First, by revelation, and thus anyone may know that he has

grace, for God by a special privilege reveals this at times to

some, in order that the joy of safety may begin in them even
in this life, and that they may carry on toilsome works with

greater trust and greater energy, and may bear the evils of

this present life, as when it was said to Paul {2 Cor. xii. 9)

:

My grace is sufficient for thee.

Secondly, a man may, of himself, know something, and with

certainty; and in this way no one can know that he has grace.

For certitude about a thing can be had only when we may
judge of it by its proper principle. Thus it is by indemon-

strable universal principles that certitude is obtained con-

cerning demonstrative conclusions. Now no one can know he
has the science of a conclusion if he does not know its prin-

ciple But the principle of grace and its object is God, Who
by reason of His ver> excellence is unknown to us, according

to lob xxxvi. 26: Behold God is great
,
exceeding our knowU
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$dge. And hence His presence in ns and His absence cannot

be known with certainty, according to Job ix. 1 1 * If He come
to me, I shall not see Him; if He depart, I shall not under-

stand.

.

And hence man cannot judge with certainty that he
has grace, according to 1 Cor. iv. 3, 4. But neither do I judge

my own self . . . but He that judgeth me is the Lord.

Thirdly, things are known conjecturally by signs; and thus

anyone may know he has grace, when he is conscious of de-

lighting in God and of despising worldly things, and inas-

much as a man is not conscious of any mortal sin. In this

sense it is written (Apoc

.

ii. 17) : To him that overcometh I

will give the hidden manna . . . which no man knoweth
, but

he that receiveth it, because whoever receives it knows, by
experiencing a certain sweetness, which he who does not re-

ceive does not experience. Yet this knowledge is imperfect,

and hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. iv. 4) : I am not conscious

to myself of anything, yet am 1 not hereby justified, since,

according to Ps. xviii. 13: Who can understand sins? From
my secret ones cleanse me, 0 Lord, and from those of others

spare Thy servant.

Reply Obj. 1. Those things which are in the soul by their

essence are known through experimental knowledge, in so far

as through his acts man has experience of his inward prim
ciples. For example, we perceive our will by willing, and by
exercising the functions of life, we observe that there is Tfe in

us.

Reply Obj . 2. It belongs to the nature of science that a
man should have certitude of the objects of science; so, too,

it belongs to the nature of faith that a man should be certain

of the things of faith, and this, because certitude belongs to

.he perfection of the intellect, wherein these gifts exist.

Hence, whoever has science or faith is certain that he has
them. But it is otherwise with grace and charity and the like,

which perfect the appetitive power.
Reply Obj. 3. Sin has for its principal and object a mutable

good, which is known to us. But the object or end of grace is

unknown to us because of the greatness of its light, according

to 1 Tim. vi. 16: Who . . . inhabiteth light inaccessible .

Reply Obj

.

4. The Apostle is here speaking of the gifts of

glory (1 Cor. ii. 10), which have been given to us in hope,
and these we know most certainly by faith, although we do
not know for certain that we have grace to enable us to merit
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them.—Or it may be said that he is speaking of the privileged

knowledge, which comes of revelation. Hence he adds ( verse

io) : But to us God hath revealed them by Hts Spirit.

Reply Obj. 5. What was said to Abraham may refer to the

experimental knowledge which we have through our deeds.

For in the deed that Abraham had juaJ wrought, he could

know experimentally^that he had the fear of God.—Or it may
refer to a revelation
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